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To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy vovering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
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THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar te this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 
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The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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Current Topics. 


On THE 13th inst. Mr. Justice Bucktzy gave notice that the 
statement made in the printed list of business that he would 
take motions on the 25th of March, and motions by order on the 
27th of March, was a mistake. He would take motions as 
usual on the 27th of March. The other motion days in these 
sittings would be the 20th:of March and the 3rd of April, and 
urgent motions on Tuesday, the 7th of April. 





As THERE appears to be a somewhat common error prevailing 
amongst solicitors, as well as the other branch of the profes- 
sion, that an appellant desiring to appeal from a verdict and 
judgment in an action tried before a judge with a jury, and not 
seeking a new trial, has an option to proceed under R. S. C. 
ord. 58, r. 15, and thus obtain a period of three months within 
which to appeal, instead of being compelled to proceed under 
ord. 39, rr. 14 and 4, and to serve his fourteen days’ notice of 
motion, if the trial has taken place in London or Middlesex, 
within eight days after the trial ; and if the trial has taken place 
elsewhere than in London or Middlesex, within seven days after 
the last day of sitting on the circuits for England and Wales, it 
may be useful (says a well-informed correspondent) to direct the 
attention of practitioners to a case which recently came before 
the newly-constituted third division of the Court of Appeal (/ryer 
v. The Church Agency ( Limited), 4th February, 1903), in which 
a litigant in person, who had allowed the time to expire within 
which he ought to have brought his appeal in conformity with 
ord. 39, r. 4 (motion for new trial), claimed the right to the 
longer period of three months in which to appeal provided by 
ord. 58, r. 15 (appeals to Court of Appeal), but, upon objection 
taken by counsel for the respondent, the court Viamisood i his 
appeal and held that such appeals are governed by order 39 
one. 





Mr. Justice Joyce in the case of Morris v. The Harden Star, 
fe. Co. (reported elsewhere) was last week called upon to 
etermine the effect of words which frequently occur in company 
drafting. The company in the above case acquired property 
from its vendor “ aan 4 to the debts and liabilities set out” in 
a schedule, and a simple contract creditor who was named in the 
schedule contended that, by virtue of such words, he was an 
incumbrancer so as to take priority over the company’s deben- 
ture-holders. The learned judge declined to adopt such an 
argument, and decided, not only that a creditor in the position 
of the applicant was not an incumbrancer, but also that he could 
not sue the company in debt, for there was no privity between 
himself and the company, nor was the sale to the company 
carried out for the express benefit of the scheduled creditors so 
as to fetter the property with a trust in their favour. At first 
sight the position of the creditor “subject to” whose debt a 
company acquires property does not appear a very happy one : 
| his claim in contract against his debtor remains to him, but 
nothing apparently beyond, and it) the debtor be a man of 
straw, yet ihe company’s obligation cannot help the creditor. 
This is, of course, fallacious, for presumably the creditor gave 
his debtor credit in the first place, relying solely on the 
debtor’s solvency, and there is no reason why the debt should in 
effect be guaranteed in favour of the creditor without any 
further consideration moving from him, The true effect, there- 
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liable to incumbrances in the usual and accepted meaning of|he may have a solicitor and counsel allotted to him for his 


that term, and without importing into it any wider denotation. 





defence on making application in the prescribed form.” “ Clerk” 
is defined to include “clerk of the peace or town clerk or other 
officer discharging similar duties in any quarter sessions area”; 


Unpovstepty the provisions of R. 8. OC. ord. 5, r. 9, for the | therefore, in a county “clerk” in clause 2 means clerk of the 


assignment of causes to the judges of the Chancery Division by of 
rota, are grounded on reasons of expediency, and it would of| to hear of the committal or to get the depositions. 
course be undesirable to tamper with the principle embodied in 
But similar reasons sometimes call for an exceptional 
arrangement, especially where the same plaintiff is instituting 
similar proceedings against different defendants, where the cause 
of action is practically identical and the evidence to be called— 
particularly where it is of the expensive nature of expert 
And yet, by the caprice of the rota, such 


them. 


evidence—is the same. 
actions may be assigned to different judges and come on for con- 


temporaneous hearing, with the result (as Mr. Justice KexEwicu 


has just observed) that ‘‘it is like the thing one sees on the stage. 
The army passes out at one wing and goes round and comes in 
on the other side.” Seriously, the interest of justice, even more 
than the respect due to the court, seem to tell against such a 
mode of conducting business. As the above-mentioned learned 
judge observed om the application before him (which was for the 
postponement in his own court of a heavy action, involving 
many trade witnesses, because another action by the 
same plaintiff with the same evidence was imminent in another 
court), the desire of such a plaintiff to have both actions tried 
by the same judge is very reasonable. But, short of arranging 
a transfer, which confesses the inconvenience of the rule, there 
is no remedy for the difficulty. As his lordship said, ‘some 
provision ought to be made, not only enabling a solicitor, but 
obliging a solicitor, when he issues.a writ, to certify that other 
actions are pending in other branches of the court connected 
with it, and thereupon he should be, not only entitled, but 
bound, to bring the action in the same court,” and his lordship 
expressed the hope that the point would receive attention. The 
Court of Appeal subsequently ordered the postponement which 
had been refused by Mr. Justice Kexewicu. But this was on 
the merits of the actions, and because it seemed undesirable to 
make the particular plaintiff the victim of an experiment. 
The reasonableness of the complaint, and the desirability of 
establishing an exception to the allotment by rota, remain 
unaffected. 





Somz FEw years ago the Council of the Bar passed a resolu- 
tion affirming that it was desirable, in the interests of justice, to 
make some provision for the gratuitous defence by counsel of 
prisoners who are too poor to pay for their defence. Nothing, 
however, has been done to give effect to this resolution, except 
by one small knot of barristers—namely, the bar mess of the 
Dorsetshire Quarter Sessions—who, over a year ago, on their own 
account, initiated a system of defending poor prisoners, which 
seems to have worked very satisfactorily. Itis owing, no doubt, to 
their action that a section of the bar have been almost compelled 
to take the matter up; and the result is that a Bill has 
been introduced in the House of Commons, called the Poor 
Prisoners’ Defence Bill. The proposals made by this measure 
are, shortly, that a list shall be kept of solicitors willing to act 
without fee in preparing the defence of poor prisoners; that the 
case of any such prisoner wishing to be defended shall be 
allotted to one of these solicitors; and that such solicitor 
shall instruct a counsel according to a rota to be prepared by 
the members of each circuit or sessions bar. The general idea of 
the Bill seems to be admirable, but we do not think the machinery 
provided for carrying out the idea will work. Clause 1 begins 
‘‘The clerk of the peace in every county, andthe t»wnclerk in every 
horough ” shall keep a list of solicitors willing to act as suggested. 
Why should it be the town clerk? Why not the clerk of the peace 
for the borough? ‘True, in some boroughs the town clerk is 
also the clerk of the peace, but this is by no means always the 


peace. But it does not appear how the clerk of the peace is ever 
No doubt 
if the committal is to quarter sessions the clause would work; 
but if the committal is to assizes, the clerk of the peace need 
never hear of the case, and has nothing to do with it. In fact, 
though the Bill refers to prisoners committed either to assizeg 
or quarter sessions, it seems to have been drafted entirely 
with a view to committals to quarter sessions. It need hardly 
be said that there is, as a rule, much more need for the aid of 
counsel in an average assize case than in an average sessions case, 





THERE 1s a schedule to the Bill containing a first set of rules, 


which is to liable to be varied from time to time. The last of 
these rules is of great importance. It provides that 
the solicitor for the poor prisoner may give notice 


to the clerk of witnesses required for the defence, and such 
witnesses shall be placed on the list of witnesses summoned by 
the Crown. This means, of course, that the expenses of wit- 
nesses for the defence are to be paid in the same way as the 
expenses of witnesses for the Crown are paid. Such a rule is 
necessary if the defence of poor prisoners is to be properly 
carried out. The need of some such provision as this Bill pro- 
poses to make has long been recognized. It is pitiable to see 
the futile efforts of an undefended prisoner to put his case before 
the court. Everyone who has ever been in a court of justice knows 
how a few well-directed questions in cross-examination may 
utterly destroy the most plausible statement of a witness, but 
these questions the prisoner is probably quite incapable of 
putting. It does not seem right or just to employ a trained 
advocate to conduct a prosecution, and to leave the ignorant 
prisoner with no professional aid when his liberty and character 
are at stake, merely because he has no money to pay for advice 
and assistance. Probably few persons will opp»se the principle 
of the Bill, and if machinery can be invented which will 
satisfactorily carry the principle into practice, the cause of justice 
will onal be advanced. 





Tae Lorp CuAncettor has given many a weighty and valuable 
judgment in the House of Lords when that august body has been 
sitting as the final court of appeal, but it is something of a novelty 
for him to deliver a judgment in the House over which he pre- 
sides when that House is sitting as a legislative assembly. His 
statement, however, last Monday on the subject of the reduction 
of licences was almost indistinguishable from a judgment, cases 
being cited and the law expounded. At the same time, he carefully 
explained that he was not referring to any particular case, but 
merely answering a question—namely, whether justices are entitled 
to refuse the renewal of a licence in order to carry out a pre- 
arranged policy for reducing the number of licensed houses. 
He affirmed what he has said before, that in dealin 

with licences justices must act judicially; and he explain 

what that means by saying that, though they are not bound 
by all the forms applicable to strictly judicial proceedings, 
still, in coming to any decision, they must have proper 
regard to the principles of justice, and to the rights of 
all persons concerned. He pointed out that there should be 
continuity of policy on a bench of magistrates, even though 
the individuals composing that bench were not always the 
same ; and that fora bench to grant a licence one year and 
refuse it the next year, when there has been no change in the 
circumstances, more resembles caprice than the exercise of 
judicial discretion. Now, in the Farnham case there can be no 
doubt that in refusing a number of renewals of licences, which had 





case, and when the town clerk is not also clerk of the peace, it is | 
difficult to see what he has to do with criminal matters. Again, | 
clause 2 provides that “‘a copy of the depositions on which the 
prisoner is committed shall be furnished by the clerk to ever 
prisoner as soon as possible after his committal, and there sh 

at the same time be given to him the prescribed form, together 
with a notice that if he is without means to prepare his defence, | 


been granted by way of renewal for very many successive years, 
the justices were acting in pursuance of a predetermined policy 
of reducing the number of licences in their district. hat 
has the Lord Chancellor to say as to this? He is reported to have 


said: “Magistrates are bound, in the discharge of their duties 
as licensing justices, to be guided by the state of facts established 
before them in each case, and I think if they were to proceed on 
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some preliminary view of the policy they ought to pursue, they 
would be exceeding their duty.” He further went on to quote 
with approval words of Lord Hannzn in Sharpe v. Wakefield 
to the effect that justices must consider each case on its own 
special merits, and must not act upon an expressed general 
intention with regard to all licences. In our issue of the 
14th of February last we reported the fact that Lord Liyptey, 
who is a licensing magistrate for a division of Norfolk, had 
addressed a memorandum to his bench as to their duties in 
relation to renewals. In this he stated that justices have no 
right in law to lay down any hard and fast rule by which they, 
or still less their successors, would be bound in future, and he 
reminded his fellow justices that the Legislature has not said 
that there should be only so many public-houses to so many 
hundred persons, and that justices have no right to act as if 
there were some such rule. This memorandum the Lord 
Chancellor said he had read ‘‘with very great satisfaction,” and 
he warned magistrates not to attempt to act the part of legis- 
lators. It looks, therefore, as if two at least of the members of 
the highest Court of Appeal in the land are not quite satistied 
with the course which justices are following in every direction. 
After a pronouncement of such weight, who will say that the 
Farnham case finally settles this important matter? No doubt, 
when the question is formally brought before the tribunal of 
last resort, the two eminent members of that tribunal to whom 
we have referred will bring open minds to bear on the subject, 
and examine it thoroughly ab initio, but recent events point 
strongly to the advisability of obtaining the decision of the‘ 
House of Lords as soon as possible. If this is done, the need for 
legislation on the matter may possibly disappear. 





We print elsewhere a letter from a correspondent raising the 
question of the analogy of the liability of a solicitor who hands 
toa purchaser a conveyance the execution of which by one or 
more of the vendors is a forgery to that of the stockbroker in 
the case of Starkey v. Bank of England which we discussed last 
week (ante, p. 349). The actual details upon a transfer of stock 
at the Bank of England under a power of attorney and upon a 
completion of a purchase are of course very different. The 
stockbroker produces to the bank his power of attorney pur- 
porting to be signed by the persons in whose names the stock 
is standing, and, on the faith of this, and of the stockbroker’s 
signature in the books, the bank transfers the stock into the 
name of a new owner whose title cannot afterwards be disputed. 
Here is a clear case of & man setting up an authority from a 
principal, and inducing another to act to his damage upon the faith 
of the existence of authority. The only ground for disputing the 
stockbroker’s liability was that the bavk really relied, not on the 
power of attorney as produced by him, but upon their own inquiries 
as to its genuineness. This, however, has been held not to be 
material. The stockbroker sets up his power of attorney, and 
under the rule in Collen v. Wright (6 W. R. 123,8 E. & B. 
647) he is to be taken to warrant its genuineness. Now what 
is there that corresponds to this inthe case where a solicitor 
hands to a purchaser a conveyance the execution of which by 
one or more of the parties is forged? The mere handing over 
of the deed does not amount to any representation of authority 
such as that involved in producing a power of attorney. The 
tepresentation of authority was really made on the signing of 
the contract, but this would not be done by the solicitor. There 
is, of course, a representation that the deed is executed by certain 
persons, but, in the absence of fraud, the solicitor is not liable in 
the event of the representation being erroneous. The material 
point seems to lie in the receipt clause. If the person whose 
signature is forged is one of those entitled to receive the 
purchase-money, then the solicitor alleges, by virtue of section 
56 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, that he is entitled to receive 
the money ; and if the purchaser pays him, and the money does 
not get to the right hands, the solicitor, upon the purchaser 
being deprived of the property, would be liable to refund. 


occur ; but, if it should, the solicitor would not seem to be under 
liability to the purchaser. The purchaser, if he wishes to pro- 
tect himself, can appoint some person under section 8 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, to attest the execution. 





WE rz<p that a judgment of much interest to shopkeepers has 
just been given by the tribunal of Basle. The defendant, a woman 
who kept a linen shop in the town, refused to sell to a customer 
some handkerchiefs which were exhibited for sale in the window, 
and justified her refusal by saying that this grcieter customer 
had insulted her. It was held that, though the defendant had a 
right to refuse to sell her goods to any particular person, such 
person had a right to be notified in advance, and no notice having 
in fact been given, the defendant was liable in an action hy the 
customer. The law which would in England regulate the right 
of a customer under similar circumstances does not seem to be 
quite clear. Cases have often arisen where articles have been 
exposed for sale in a shop with a label or ticket stating the price, 
and where, after a customer had entered the shop and tendered 
the price, the shopkeeper refused to complete the transaction. Can 
it be said that in such a case there is a breach of contract 
giving the customer a remedy by action? The cases as 
to advertisements offering rewards, ending with Carlill v. 
The Carbolic Smoke Ball Co. (1893, 1 Q. B. 256), seem 
to stand upon a different footing. Where a reward is offered 
it is generally offered to procure some service which is entirely 
performed by the party claiming the reward. The person 
claiming the reward would often have some ground for main- 
taining an action for work and labour. But in the case of goods 
offered for sale in the shop, it could scarcely be said that the 
labour of crossing the threshold of the shop was part of the 
consideration for the contract. A mere publication of an 
intention to sell is not a contract made with all the world. The 
question, of course,’ is whether the exposure of the goods 
for sale is an offer to receive offers or an offer 
made to all the world which it is meant shall ripen 
into a contract when anyone comes forward and tenders the 

rice. The character of the transaction must be extracted 
rom the course of business and from the circumstances, and, as 
we have already said, we do not think that any case precisely in 
point can be found in the English courts. 





Comp.arnt Is made that the use of locomotives in the crowded 
streets of London for the pw s of traction continues to 
increase, and that it is attended with risk to the public. 
Questions were addressed to the Home Secretary in the House 
of Commons last week as to the number of accidents caused by 
the traction engines and waggons employed by the contractors 
of the Great Northern, Brompton, and Piccadilly Electric 
Railway, which is now in course of construction; and as to the 
hour of the day upon which these accidents occurred; and 
asking whether a danger flag was exhibited by those who 
were in charge of the engines. reply to these questions, the 
Home Secretary stated that there was no statutory requirement 
that a red flag should be carried in front of the engines, and 
that he had been informed that the use of the engines had been 
discontinued by the contractor. We believe that trucks drawn 
by powerful steam engines have been observed in other public 
thoroughfares of London, and, assuming that the use of 
these engines would at common law constitute a public 
nuisance, as. being calculated to obstruct the highway 
and to frighten horses, we proceed to inquire whether 
this use has received the express or implied sanction of the 
Legislature. By the Locomotives Act, 1898, the borough or 
county council may permit waggons drawn by a locomotive on 
the highway to carry weights in excess of those mentioned in 
section 4 of the Locomctive Act, 1861, and a locomotive is not 
to be used on any highway to draw more than three loaded 
waggons — of any waggon solely used for carrying 
water for the locomotive) without the consent of the council. 





This is a risk whieh a solicitor can avoid by paying the money 
intoa bank to the joint account of the actual vendors. The 
case where the forged execution is not that of a 
to purchase-money, but of someone who joins simply for the 
purpose of getting in an outstanding estate, is not likely to 


person entitled | 
| tives on 


Regulations are made as to the number of persons employed 
in driving or attending to the locomotive, and the council 
may by bye-law hibit or restrict the use of locomo- 

oe specified highway in their ay or borough 
on account of the highway being crowded orunfitted for locomotive 
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traffic, or of the inconvenience caused to inhabitants. "Whatever 


Tue Law of Newspaper Libel Bill, which is among thoy 


may be the law in the United States of America, it cannot be | introduced into Parliament this session, will, if it becomes Igy, 
supposed that our Parliament intended that the streets of London | provide that no action for damages shall be brought against the 
should,-generally speaking, be used as railways, and we may | proprietor, editor, or publisher of a newspaper for libel ~ 


conclude that the power to restrict the use of locomotives was | to be contained 


in the newspaper unless the plaint 


meant to be vigorously exercised. It appeared, however, in| previously convinced the Attorney-General or Solicitor-Generl 


the course of an inquiry into an accident in the Kensington- | that he has reasonable 


ground for bringing the action. It wil] 


road, that no bye-law had been made by the county council. |.be remembered that by the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1893, 
Something would, at any rate, be gained if the use of these | the order of a judge is required for the prosecation of any suc 


new-fangled machines was confined to the early hours of the | proprietor, publisher, or editor. 


morning. 





Ir 1s a well-settled rule that a mortgagee of a ship is entitled, 
on taking possession under his mortgage, to receive the freights, 


The new Bill is not based upon 
the proposition that the liability of the publisher of newsp 

for libel should stand on a different footing from that of the reg 
of the community. It is merely intended as a check upon the 
bringing of actions for the purpose of blackmail, which, in the 


and he will thereupon exclude creditors who have taken a| “**° of newspapers, has become a serious hardship. 


security upon the freight alone. 


The mortgagee, it has been 








said, has no absolute right to the freight as an incident of his 
mortgage, and he cannot intercept the freight by giving notice 
to the charterer before payment; but if he takes possession, 








either actual or constructive, he becomes entitled to the freight 


A Mortgagee’s Right to Fixtures. 


as an incident of his legal possessory right: Liverpool Marine Tue judgment of Joyce, J.,.in Lyon v. London City and Midland 


Credit Co. v. Wilson (L. R. 7 Ch, p. 511). 


The judgment 


Bank (Times, 19th inst.) is an interesting reminder that the lay 


just referred to implies further that, for the mortgagee to become | With regard to the right of a mortgagee to fixtures, as it has 


entitled to a particular freight, he must take possession of the 
ship before it has been actually earned, and the same idea seems 
to run through other decisions on the subject, but apparently 
the point had not been expressly decided until the decision of 
Watton, J., last week in Shillito v. Biggart § Fulton (ante p. 354). 
There a mortgage of a ship had been made in October, 1900. In 
the summer of 1902 she carried a cargo of coal to Santos, and the 
freight, which had been assigned by the shipowners, was earned 
After discharging at 
Santos, the ship returned with a cargo from the River Plate to 
Hull. She arrived on the 14th of August, and on her arrival 


and became payable on the 17th of June. 


the mortgagees took possession. Thereupon they claimed the 
freight due on the 17th of June, which had not been paid. The 
assignees, on the other hand, contended that their entry into 
possession only enabled them to claim freight which was not 
then payable. The question was considered in Rusden v. Pope 
(L. R. 3 Ex. 269) and it seems to have been thought that 
possession before the freight was payable was essential to give 
the mortgagee the right to claim it. In the case of land, the 
mortgagee is entitled to arrears of rent due when he takes 
possession (Pops v. Biggs, 9 B. & OC. 245), but Bramwett, B., 
distinguished freight on the ground that it is due by contract 
for something done, and the mortgagee can only claim it if he 
has been in possession while it is being earned. Perhaps this 
puts the case too strongly against the mortgagee, but at any 
rate, as Watton, J., has now held, he must go into possession 
before the freight is due. 





Tue Practice, which has become prevalent among employers 
of workmen, of insuring themselves against their liability for 
damages under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, has, 
we understand, raised the question how far the employer is 
bound to give the insurer notice of any infirmity in the work- 
men which may make it more probable that any injury which 
they may sustain may result in “ total incapacity” for work? 
The weekly payment to which the workman is entitled 
is of course greater where there is, not partial, but 
total, incapacity. It is contended that where any one 
of the workmen at the time of the insurance is partially 
crippled by the loss of one or more of his fingers, or suffers from 
w ess of sight, the risk that any accident which he may 
sustain will result in total incapacity is materially increased, and 
that this is a material fact which ought to be communicated to 
the insurer. It may said, on the other hand, that the employer 
who chooses to take into his employment a workman suffering 
from some infirmity would, if he were uninsured, have no 
answer to a claim for compensation as for “total incapacity,” 
although the infirmity would make it much more likely to occur. 
And it must be remembered that the insurance companies can 
always protect themselves by obtaining particulars at the time 
of the insurance of the condition of the workmen, and by pro- 


been settled by recent decisions of the Court of Appeal, is not in 
accordance with justice, and that when opportunity occurs it 
ought to be reconsidered. The rule which might well be 
supposed to be applicable was enunciated by Norra, J., in 
Cumberland Union Banking Co. v. Maryport, &c., Co. (40 W.R. 
280; 1892, 1 Ch., p. 425): “I think it was not in the power of 
the mortgagors to confer on their mortgagees a better title than 
they themselves had to the property which they agreed to 
mortgage to them” ; and under ordinary circumstances this rule 
would of course prevail. But the doctrine that chattels, by 
being affixed to land, become part of the land, and follow the 
title to the land, has been allowed to displace the rule, and 
mortgagees have thus been enabled to take possession of 
articles which, but for this doctrine, would clearly be the property 
of third parties. The three recent Court of Appeal cases of 
Gough v. Wood & Co. (42 W.R. 469; 1894, 1 Q. B. 713), 
Hobson v. Gorringe (45 W. R. 356; 1897, 1 Ch. 182), and 
Reynolds v. Ashby § Son (1903, 1 K. B. 87), enable the present 
legal position to be stated with accuracy, although they do not 
shew how that position is, except upon merely technical grounds, 
to be justified. ~ 

The case in favour of the mortgagee is clearest when the 
articles in question are already affixed to the land. It is true 
that,. having regard to modern conditions under which 
machinery is supplied, the duty of inquiring as to the mort- 
gagor’s title to fixtures, as well as his title to the land, ought to 
be imposed upon mortgagees. But the law does not trouble to 
adapt itself to modern conditions. A trite maxim expressed in 
Latin is enough to set aside all considerations of equity or of 
business convenience. Quicquid plantatur solo solo cedit is easily 
remembered and easily said, and no one has yet had the 
courage quietly to set the well-worn legend aside. The 
mortgagee finds upon the land valuable property, and 
although he may well suspect that it does not ities to the 
mortgagor, but has only been delivered on hire, he is allowed to 
take it as part of his mortgage security. But when the articles 
are not affixed at the time of the mortgage there is, of course, in 
principle and justice, no reason whatever for allowing the mort- 
gagee to profit at the expense of third parties by the fact that 
they have been subsequently brought upon and affixed to the 
land, and this is so obvious that in Gough v. Wood & Co. (supra) 
the Court of Appeal defeated the mortgagee’s claim by implying 
an authority on his part to the mortgagor, while the latter 
remains in possession, to bring on the land, and to allow the 
ttue owner to remove, fixtures necessary for his business. 
This implied authority, said Liypzey, LJ 4» “ought to be 
veneled as authorizing the mortgagor, whilst in possession, to 
hire and bring an’ fix . fixtures necessary for 
business, and to with the owner that he should be at 
liberty to remove them at the end of the time for which they 
are hired. Unless this is so, persons dealing bond fide with 





viding that these particulars shall be the basis of the contract. 


mortgagors in possession will be exposed to very unreasonable 
risks, and honest business with them will be seriously impeded.” 
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is passage, however, is a solitary and very limited con- 
= to the requirements of justice, and its limit was fixed by 
the case of Reynolds v. Ashby § Son. It would seem that if 
guch an authority is to be implied, and if a third party acts upon 
it by placing valuable goods upon the land, the mortgagee ought 
not-to be at liberty to cancel it by going irto possession. Yet 
ach has been held to be the law. As long as he remains out 
of possession, then the principle of Gough vy. Wood applies, and 
the owner of the goods is at liberty to remove them, but should 
he go into possession-—or, which is the same thing, should the 
circumstances arise which make it important for the owner 
of the goods to assert his rights—then his th of doing so is at 
anend and the goods are allowed to be retained by the mortgagee. 
Merely to state the law is sufficient to shew that it requires to 
be altered, and it is not surprising that in Lyon v. London City 
ond Midland Bank Joyox, J., expressed his sympathy with the 
principle enunciated by Norrn, J., in Cumberland Union Banking 
(0. v. Maryport, §c., Co. (supra)—viz., that the mortgagor could 
not give to the mortgagee a better right than he himself had. 
Similarly in Gough v. Wood § Co., Wxiaut, J., held that ‘ one 
man’s property cannot be taken away from him by being fixed 
in the land of another” (see 1894, 1 Q. B., p. 718). It may 
haps be suggested that the judges of first instance have 
em ing to dispense justice in = of the venerable maxim 
referred to above, but that they have been overruled by the 
technical views taken in the Court of Appeal. Under these cir- 
cumstances a discussion «f the matter in the House of Lords 
would seem to be desirable. ; 

But the foregoing remarks assume that the articles in 
question have been in fact so affixed to the land as to become 
fixtures, and, if this is not so, then of course the title of the 
true owner is not displaced, and the claim of the mortgagee is 
defeated. This is what happened in the recent case before 
Jovoz, J. The mortgaged premises were a place of public 
entertainment at Brighton. Prior to the mortgage, the mort- 
gagor had hired a large number of arm-chairs at the rate of £20 a 
week with an option of purchase within a limited time for £676. 
Each chair had two standards with holes at the foot for screws, 
and, in accordance with the requirements of the local authority, 
they were screwed to the wooden floor. Now, the tests to be 
applied to discover whether any particular article has become 
affixed to the freehold are, as is well known, not of a very 
definite character, and frequently they are difficult of application. 
It is necessary to consider the mode of annexation, and also its 
object. Slight annexation will be nal if there is clearly an 
intention to make the chattel permanently a part of the land or 
building, but, provided the article can be removed without great 
damage to the freehold, even a very secure mode of annexation 
will not make it a fixture, if it has been affixed for a temporary 
e or for the more convenient use of the article as a chattel : 

v. Hodgson (20 W. R. 990, L. R. 7 C. P. 328). In the 
t instance, however, Joycr, J., naturally found no difficulty 
inapplying the tests. The mode of annexation of the chairs was 
not such as in itself to make them fixtures, while the object of 
the annexation was merely temporary. ‘he chairs were never, 
in the words of Lord Hatssury, C., in Leigh v. Taylor (50 
W.R., p. 624; 1902, A. O. 157), intended to “form part of the 
structure” of the building. Hence Joycs, J., decided against 
the claim of the defendant bank, the mortgagees. 








The Home Secretary has, says the Zimes, furnished Sir Howard Vincent 
With a return of the alien prisoners, so far as the prison authorities could 
ascertain, undergoing sentences or awaiting trial in the local and convict 

of England and Wales on the 2nd of March, 1903, It appears 
that on the date in question there were 625 criminal aliens in custody— 
175 Germans, 149 Russians and Poles, 54 French, 44 Italians, 29 Nor- 
Wegians, Swedes, and Danes, 8 Dutch, and 166 of other nationalities. Of 
these 568 were males, and 57 females. ‘The offences are returned as 228 
against property without violence, 114 against propert with violence, 98 
against the person, 33 forgery and coiaing, and 147 other offences. The 
sentences were 102 to penal servitude for tive years and over, 59 to penal 
wervitude for less than five years, 111 to imprisonment with hard labour 
or One ro or over, #3 to imprisonment with hard labour for six months 
or less than one year, 63 to imprisonment for three months and less than 
six, 67 to one month and less than three months, 130 to imprisonment for 
than a month or awaiting trial. The cost to the British taxpayer of 
maintaining these criminal aliens in prison is not stated; but it amounts 
at the very lowest calculation, independently of the property stolen and 
the injuries inflicted, to about £80,000 a year, 





Reviews. 


Bankers’ Advances. 


BANKERS’ ADVANCES ON MERCANTILE SECURITIES OTHER THAN 
BILts OF EXCHANGE AND Promissory Notes. By ARTHUR 
REGINALD BUTTERWORTH, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Effingham Wilson, 


This work is based on a course of lectures delivered by the author 
before the Institute of Bankers in 1901, and from the circumstances 
under vp it — written it aims — at being a statement of 
points of practical importance in re; to the carrying on of banking 
business than a formal treatise. The most anxious part of a banker’s 
ordinary business is the employment of the money which he holds 
on current and deposit accounts, and while it is essential that the 
greater part of this money should be earning interest, it is, of course, 

ually essential that it should be put out on unquestionable security. 
‘The securities with which a bent has to deal are very various 
and cover the whole range of mercantile transactions. Hence 
it is important that he and his advisers should have a practical 
acquaintance with the law i on negotiable instruments, on 
transfers of stocks and shares, on bills of Can and other similar 
matters. Much information on these subjects will be found in Mr. 
Butterworth’s book, and it is put in an interesting manner. A useful 
statement is given of the judgment of Cockburn, L.C.J., in Goodwin 
v. Robarts (L. R. 10 Ex. 337), on the application of mercantile usage 
to negotiable instruments, and reference is made to the recent cases 
of Bechuanaland Co. v. London Trading Bank (1898, 2 Q. B. 658), and 
Edelstein v. Schuler (1902, 2 K. B. 144), on the same subject. For 
practical purposes, also, the section dealing with blank transfers and 
the circumstances under which they are available should be useful. 





Books Received. 


Some London Institutions of Public Importance in their Legal 
Aspects By ErNEsT ARTHUR JELF, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Edited, 
with Notes and an Index, by ALEXANDER CocKBURN McBARNET,B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


Bar Examination Papers, Questions and Answers, 1902: Con- 
taining the Questions with Full Outline Answers of all the Papers set 
at the General Bar Examinations of 1902. Volume II. By 
C. Nicotas BARHAM, Barrister-at-Law, and ERNEsT CocKLE, of 
Gray’s-inn. The Kelly Law Book Co. (Limited). 


Compensation in Licensing : The Royal Commission, the Farnham 
Case, and the New Licensing Act. By Sir Rates Lirrier, C.B., 
K.C. Butterworth & Co. 








Correspondence. 


New Trials. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I venture respectfully to suggest that the somewhat crowded 
state of business in the Court of Appeal may be due to the facility with 
which new trials are ted, so that unsuccessful litigants are induced 
to apply for a re-trial when there is really no substantial reason for 
granting the application. 

My own experience is that the court is liable to accept too readily 
the statements of counsel for the appellants, and having thus been 
imbued with the facts as so represented, it is subsequently extremely 
difficult for those whose duty it is to oppose the application to dislodge 
the impression thus made upon the court. 

Quite recently, ina libel action, tried with a special jury, the Court of 
Appeal granted a new trial, the learned judge having held at the end 
of the plaintiff's case that there was no evidence of malice to go to the 
jury, the communication being on rm Without any sub- 
stantial difficulty, the plaintiff succeeded in obtaining a new trial 
This has just taken place with B wer m/ the same result, except that 
the case was practically stopped by the special jury after hearmg the 
plaintiff's jor saan thus there have been two trials instead of one, 
and on neither occasion was it found necessary to call any evidence 
for the defendant. This apparent want of care in granting new 
trials adds greatly to the uncertainty of litigation and enormously to 
its cost, 

I venture, with all due deference, to suggest that there is a too 
ready disposition to grant new trials of cases, which it might 
reasonably be assumed, more frequently than seems to be customary, 
have been fairly and properly tried by his Majesty's puisne — 

March 0. \ 











atid Brenan = a Baw 


£ 
: 
i 
f 
§ 
§ 
¢ 
3 
5 
is 


366 THE SOLICITCRS’ JOURNAL. 


ee, 


March 21, 1903 








Stockbrokers and Forged Powers of Attorney; 


Solicitors and Forged Conveyances. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In reference to your observations under the first of the above 


headings, may I put this question ? 


On the completion of a purchase, and on the receipt of the purchase- 
money, an innocent solicitor hands to the purchaser a conveyance, the 
execution of which by one or more of the conveying parties is a 


forgery. Is the solicitor liable in damages to the purchaser ? 
Lincoln’s-inn, Jan. 14. CONVEYANCER. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S./J.] 





. 





Result of Appeals. 
House of Lords. 


H. & C. Grayson (Limited) v. South Wales and Liverpool Steamship Co 
(Limited). Order appeal from reversed; judgment of Bucknill, J. 


restored ; respondent to pay to appellants costs of hearing below 
March 13. 


Upperton (Pauper) r. Sir Mathew White-Ridley and Another. Further 


and fully heard ; consideration adjourned sine die. March 16. 


Local Government Board for Ireland vy, McKay. Further and fully heard ; Mr. Justice Joyce (set down Aug. 7, 1902). 


consideration adjourned sine die. 


Appeal Court I. 
(Final List.) 
Lawford rv. Billericay Rural District Council. Appeal of plaintiff from judg- 
ment of Mr. Justice Darling, dated April 14, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Allowed with costs. March 13. 
(For Judgment. ) 
The Attorney-General r. The Rey. Arthur Newton Johnson (Revenue Side). 
Appeal of informant from judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated 
Jan. 15, 1902 (c. a. v. Feb. 11). Allowed with costs. March 14. 
‘Original Motions.) 


Harcourt r. Macnaughton. Application of defendant far stay of execution 
pending appeal (No. K. B. New Trial Paper). Stay granted. 
March 16. 

Gerson r. Simpson. Application of defendant for extension of time for 
giving security (under order, March 2, 1903). Settled on terms. 
March 16. 

Interlocutory List. 

Wainwright r. Wainwright. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. 
Justice Bucknill, dated Feb. 17,1903. Allowed with costs. March 16. 


Final List. 
(For Judgment. 
Miller cr. Law Accident Insurance Society (Limited). Appeal of plaintiff 


from judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated April 16, 1992, without 
a jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. March 18. 
For Hearing.) 

Torkington r. Magee. Appeal of defendant from judgment of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Darling and Channell, dated June 25, 1902. 
Allowed with costs. March 18. 

Proctor ¢. Metropolitan Borough of Islington. Appeal of plaintiff from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated April 9, 1902, without a jury, 
Middlesex. Allowed with costs. March 18. 

Smith r. Kynnersley and Others. Appeal of defendants from judgment 
of Mr. Justice Wright (special case), set down May 10, 1902. Dis- 
missed with costs. March 19. 


Appeal Court II. 
(General List.) 

Watts c. Bucknall. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Byrne 

(‘st down Aug. 26, 1902). Dismissed with costs, March 13. 
(In Bankruptcy. 

In re The Debtors ‘ex parte The Debtors), No. 257, 1902. From a receiving 
order made by Mr. Registrar Linklater, dated April 24, 1902 (restored 
to list). Allowed with costs. March 13. 

In re Beer, G. J. (ex parte The Bankrupt), No. 358, 1899. From an order 
mate by Mr. Registrar Giffard, dated Feb. 4, 1903, refusing to approve 
@ proposal for 4 composition. Dismissed with costs. March 13, 


(General List.) 
In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In the Matter of 


W. W. Duncan & Co. (Limited), Lawrence Clarke (claimant), Appeal 
oA Lawrence Clarke (claimant) from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set 
down Nov. 12, 1902). Dismissed except as to one minor point ; costs 
to come out of estate. March 16. 


Divorce. — Everitt +. Everitt otherwise Thompwon. Appeal of re- 


omient from order of the President (set down Aug. 12, 1902), 
Dioeniened by arrangement. March 17. 


. Pe 

Doughty +. Lomagunda Reefs Co. Appeal of plaintiff from onde y 
Mr. Justice Buckley (set down Oct. 11, 1902). Dismissed with. go, 
March 17. 


In re Drax, deceased. Saville and Others v. Drax and Others. Appeal g 
defendants from order of Mr. Justice Joyce (set down Aug. 7, 19), 
Dismissed with costs ; Cozens-Hardy, L.J., dissenting. March 1g, 

Interlocutory List.) 


Murray v. Sitwell. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justi, 
Kekewich (set down July 1, 1902; restored by order). Dismigaj 
with costs. March 18. 


Lamplough v. The Company of Proprietors of the Kent Water Wok 
Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. Justice Joyce (set dom 
Feb. 26, 1903). Dismissed ; costs to be dealt with as below. March}, 

(For Judgment.) 
(General List.) 
In re Biss. Biss and Others v. Biss. Appeal of plaintiff, I. E. Biss fry 
order of Mr. Justice Buckley. Allowed with costs. March 19, 
(For Hearing.) 
. (Interlocutory List.) 
- | In re Hutchinson, deceased. 


Hutchinson rv. Norwood. Appeal of T, if, 
Clanchy and Another from order of Mr. Justice Farwell (set dow 
March 9, 1903). Dismissed with costs. March 19 
In re Drax, deceased. * Same rv. Same. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of 
Dismissed ; costs as 
arranged in Re Drax yesterday. March 19. 

(Compiled by Mr. Artuur F. Cuappte Shorthand Writer. 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


LAWFORD . BILLERICAY RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
13th Feb. 


LocaL GOvVERNMENT—AGREEMENT Mave sy Rvrat Disrricr Counci wim 
ENGINEER TO Report aNd PREPARE PLANS ror A SewaGe Scueme- 
Contuact Not Unper Seat — Remuneration CiLAmep ror Sekvice 
RENDERED. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment of Darling, J., who had held 
ihat the agreement for services which the plaintiff had rendered to the 
defendant rural district council, not being under seal, was one that could 
not be enforced. The facts were these: In July, 1899, the plaintiff was 
retained, by an agreement under the common seal of the defendants, 
to act as engineer on their behalf for certain sewage works they were 
about to carry out in the parishes of Shenfield and Hutton. Those 
works were completed when the attention of the defendants was called 
to the fact that the drainage of a portion of their district, known a 
Shenfield Common, which was outside the scope of the original scheme, was 
unsatisfactory and the sewage committee considered the question of extend- 
ing the original scheme so as to take in this additional area. The com- 
mittee asked the plaintiff to go to Shenfield Common, make an inspection, 
and report as to the probable cost. Subsequently the plaintiff wrote to 
the clerk of the defendant council : ‘‘ I presume that the agreement between 
your council and myself for the Shenfield and Hutton scheme will cover 
the Shenfield Common extension. I am willing that it should be so, but 
ouly on the understanding that half the commission, together with other 
fees then due, shall be paid withis two months of the loan being sanctioned. 
This can either be endorsed on the agreement or added in the form of 4 
letter from you on behalf of the council.”? ‘The clerk in his reply informed 
the plaintiff that the payment of his fees should apply to the Shenfield 
Common extension, but with no variation. The plaintiff duly performed 
the services which he was asked from time to time to perform, and the 
sanction of the Local Government Board was ultimately obtained for the 
scheme, and tenders were advertised for but none were accepted. The 
plaintiff claimed tobe paid his account, and there beingadifference of opinion 
as to the rate he was to be paid for getting out quantities, the defendants 
took up the position that he was not able to recover at law anything, and 
refused to pay. ‘The action was then brought, and, as before stated, 
Darling, J., held that, the agreement not being under seal, the plaintiff 
could not recover, as the agreement he relied on was invalid. On behalf of 
the plaintiff it was contended that, this being a claim for services rendered 
and in @ matter which the rural district council were authorized to deal 
with, the necessity of having the agreement sealed was dispensed with, and 
Nicholson v. Bradfield Union (1. R. 1 Q. B. 620) was relied on. For the 
defendants it was submitted that as the work done did not come within 
the exceptions to the rule that a body corporate coffid only contract under 
sea)—such, for example, .» agreements to pay for everyday necessaries, 
or of trifling importance, or where convenience or time made the 
contracting not under seal almost a matter of necessity—the plaintiff could 
not recover, 

Vavonan Wirs1ams, L.J.,in giving judgment, said the committee did not 
purport to make any contract on behalf of the council, and therefore the 
alleged contract must be taken to have been made by the council. 7 
being #0, he thought, following the decision in Nicholson v. Bradfield Union, 
that where goods wd been su yplied or services rendered, the law raised an 
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implied contract, from the fact that the defendants had accepted 
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made use of one or the other, to pay what was reasonable and fair. That 
so, the plaintiff was entitled to judgment. 
Srmuxe and Marnew, L.JJ., gave judgment to the like effect, and the 
peal was accordingly allowed, with costs.—Counse, C. A. Russell, K.C., 
Dadewt:, K.C., and Lush, K.C.; Maemorran, KiC., and Nalarett. 
Souicrrors, Boiver, Cotton, § Bower ; Indermaur § Brown. 


[Reported by Ersxrxe Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. JOHNSON. No.1. 14th March. 


Istanp Revenve—Estate Duty—Svccrssion Dtrxy—Gurr i Liev or A 
Lecacy—RrsERVATION oF ANNUITY TO Donor—FrnaNcr Act, 1894, s. 2 
(1) ()—Sucersston Dury Act, 1853, s. 7. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of Phillimore, J., on an 
information by the Crown claiming estate duty and _ succession 
duty from the London Missionary Society (1902, 1 K. B. 416). The 
London Missionary Society was a body of persons not incorporated, but 
associated for certain charitable purposes of a religious character and 
possessed of considerable invested funds, which were held by trustees 
appointed by the society, and were dealt with and disposed of by 
directors, in whom the management cf the society was from time to 
time vested. In 1889 the society accepted from Charles Munday 
Burton, a director of the society, an offer of a sum of £500 in lieu 
of a legacy, subject to a contract or reservation for the payment of 
$25 per annum to Burton during his life, and after his death to his 
wife during her life, in case she should survive him. The arrangement 
was confirmed and carried out by the following resolution at a meeting of 
the directors: ‘‘ That in consideration of the payment to the Loadon 
Missionary Society of £500 in lieu of a legacy by a director (Charles 
Munday Burton, Esq.), who does not- wish his name to appear in any 
published or announced list of subscriptions, the present trustees and their 
successors in the trusteeship of the society be and hereby are authorized to 
pay the sum of £25 per annum in quarterly payments during the 
lite of the said Charles Munday Burton, Esq., and a like payment to his 
present wife, Mrs. Martha Burton, during her life should she survive him.”’ 
The sum of £500 was given and paid by Burton to the society, and the 
funds of the society held by their trustees became and were, pursaant to 
the arrangement, charged with the payment of the annual sum of £25 
during the lives of Burton and his wife, and the said annual sum was duly 
paid thereout by the trustees accordingly. Charles M. Burton died on the 
12th of May, 1895. His widow died on the 5th of May, 1900. The Crown 
claimed that estate duty was payable, upon the death of Charles M. 
Burton, under section 2 (1) (¢) of the Finance Act, 1894, on the 
said sum of £500, as being a gift to a society of which bond fide 
possession and enjoyment were not assumed by the donee immedi- 
ately upon the gift and thenceforward retained to the entire exclusion 
of the donor or of any benefit to him by contract or otherwise. 
The Crown also claimed that succession duty was payable, upon the death 
of Mrs. Burton, on the said sum of £500, in respect of the determination of 
the said payment of £25 per annum to her, under section 7 of the Succes- 
sion Duty Act, 1853, and section 21 of the Customs and Inland Revenue 
Act, 1888. It was proved that the capitalized value of the annuity was 
£210, Phillimore, J., held that estate duty was payable on £290 only, 
after deducting the sum of £210, and that no succession duty was payable. 
The Crown appealed. 

Tue Covrt (VaucHAN Witiiams, Srreurne, and Matuew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, holding that both estate duty and succession duty were 
payable on the sum of £500.—Covnsxx, Sir Robert Finlay, A.G., Sir Edward 
Carton, 8.G., and Vaughan: Hawkins; Micklem, K.C., and Harman. 
Soricrrons, Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Leonard § Pilditch. 


{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
Re B. No.2, 13th March. 


Bankruproy—Discnaroe—Sunsequent Scueme or Composition Invoivine 
AnnuLMENT or Banxruprcy—Driscretion or Court as TO ANNULMENT 
—Bankrurtey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), ss. 23, 32—Bankruprcy 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), 8s. 8, 9. 
This was an appeal against a decision of Mr. Registrar Giffard. The facts 

were as follows: Mr. B. from 1896 had carried on business as a whisky 

blender. On the 10th of April, 1899, a receiving order was made against him, 
and on the 27th of the same month he was adjudicated a bankrupt. In May. 


a first dividend of 2s. 1d. in the £ was paid, and in July the bankrupt applied 
ual to 
10s. in the £ on the amount of unsecured liabilities ; (2) that the debtor had 


for his discharge. On proof (1) that the assets were not of a value 


continued to trade after knowing himself to be insolvent; (3) that he had, 
without his wife’s knowledge and consent, appropriated and employed in 


his business money deposited with him by her, it was ordered thot the 
discharge should be suspended for two years and six months, and that the 


discharge should take effect as from the 12th of Jan , 1902. On the 


9th of January, 1903, the debtor Pers to pay an additional dividend of 

in the £), and this proposal met 
reditors, viz., the debtor's 
her claims against the estate and executed 
condition 
that the bankruptcy should be annulled, and the debtor on the 28th of 


7s. 1d. in the £ (making in all 10s, 
With the approval of the creditors. One of the 
wife, had withdrawn 

& release under seal, This proposal was made u 


on his behalf that the ote ve ane the scheme was 
not approved and that it was not worth top the creditors for the 
purpose of imposing a slight inconvenience on the bankrupt. The bank- 
ruptcy laws had been passed as much for the benefit of the creditors as 
for the punishment of the bankrupt, and here the bankrupt’s conduct 
could not have been very bad, for the registrar had only imposed an 
additional suspension of six months in of it. 

Tue Covrt (Cottrxs, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Cotirxs, M.R.—The debtor in this case has got an order of discharge, 
but he wishes now to get his bankruptcy altogether annulled. At one 
time it was thought that there could be no annulment of a bankruptcy 
except under section 35 of the Act of 1883. The Court of Appeal, however, 
did not adopt this view. But although the court has a discretion to permit 
an annulment, the circumstances must be special, and we start with a 
vehement presumption against the debtor’s right to have the bankruptcy 
annulled. The court is under a duty to consider the character of the 
bankrupt, how it is that he came to be bankrupt, and how he has 
gone through the ordeal of bankruptcy. It is said that the court ought to 
“consider the interests of the creditors rather than the interest of the public. 
In my opinion, the primary matter for consideration is the conduct of the 
debtor, and here the debtor’s conduct is not such as, in my opinion, to 
entitle him to an annulment. 

Romer, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. In lications of this kind 
made for the annulment of a bankruptcy, the court is bound, in exercising 
its discretion, to look at many things, and, amongst others, at the state 

of affairs in the bankruptcy, and, in icular, the conduct of the bank- 

rupt. The court has to look at the public interest and the requirements of 
commercial morality. Even if it were to the interests of creditors that 
there should be an annulment, yet this is no consideration if the court 
has come to the conclusion that an annulment would not be in the interests 
of public and commercial morality. It must not be forgotten that what 
the bankrupt desired was to be able to go about and say that his conduct 
could not have been very bad inasmuch as his bankruptcy had been annulled 
by order of the court. e interests of the public and commercial morality 
are against an annulment in this case. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I agree. I protest against the notion that the 
bankrupt purged his offence when the period of his discharge elapsed, or 
that he could make a bargain with his creditors that his bankruptcy should 
be annulled. On the ground of public age I disallow the appeal.— 
CounseL, Muir Mackenzie ; Danekwerts, K.C., and Carrington ; Herbert Reed, 
Clayton. Soxicrrors, Foy ¢ Co. ; Harrison § Powell. 


(Reported by R. R. Campsert, Esg., Barrister-at-Law.] 


WATTS v. BUCKNALL. No. 2. 13th March. 


Cowpany—Prospecrus—Omisston oF Materiat Conrracts—‘‘ Kxrowmcty 
Issue ’’—Watver Cravse—Compantgs Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 131), 
s. 38. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported in 1902, 2 
Ch. 628), and made in an action brought by a shareholder inst a director 
for damages for non-compliance with section 38 of the Companies Act, 
1867. The facts were as follows: In December, 1896, the Worcestershire 
Brewing and Malting Co. (Limited) was in ted for the = 
acquiring certain breweries, one of which had belonged to the de t 
Bucknall. The defendant took part in the preparation of the prospectus, 
which was issued in the same month—viz., ber, 1896. & contained, 

et 
the 


K.C., and 


inter alia, the following clauses: ‘‘ The vendors (who 
and have acquired the ies to resell at a it) pay the whole 
expenses of the formation and regi of the company (including 
issue of the prospectus and brokerage) 
shares, except stamp duties and the legal charges of 
ture stock which be by the company.” ‘‘ A contract for 
has been entered into, being an dated the Ist day of December, 
1896, between Edward we mt (who represents the vendors) ot 
the one part and H. bridge, as a trustee on behalf of the company, 
of the other a “During the negotiations for the purchase of the 
roperties and the formation of the company, contracts have been entered 
into between various parties with reference to the formation and jon of 
the company and the subscription of its capital, but to none of which the 
company isaparty . . . contenste softened to tm this, pemqneeh 
are, or may be, contracts within the meaning of the 38th section of the 
Companies Act, 1867; and, accordingly, ap’ ts for shares are to be 
deemed to have notice of the said contracts, and to have with the 
company (as trustee for the directors and other ) to waive all 
claims, if any, against them for not more fully complying with the require- 
ments of the said section, and allotments will only be made upon this 
express condition.”” The tiff, on the faith of the : 
applied for certain shares, W were duly allotted to him, In January, 
1902, he commenced this action, claiming under section 38, on the 
ground that the prospectus did not disclose the and the names of the 
parties to certain contracts entered into prior to the issue of the prospectus, 
and material to intending shareholders. , J., decided in favour of 
efendant . It was admitted that six 


the plaintiff, and the 
material contracts, all of which shewed that the value of the properties to 
ted, had not been 


be purchased by the or gy, Se been much 
January, 1903, applied to the court for their approval of this scheme. Qn | disclosed in the prospectus, It was argued, however, the waiver clause 
the 4th of February the es was heard, nine creditors supporting | was a good defence, and that the defendant was not liable, inasmuch as he 
it, and one opposing it. The learned registrar refused to approve of the | had no know of the contracts, 


eme. In his o 


nion it was in effect an application to remove di 
fleations to which : ey 


6 bankrupt was anes 
not elapsed since the date of h 


uali- 
Heo vaggs of the fact that five 
adischarge. ‘The debtor, who had 


Tae Covrr (Conmms, M.R., and Romer and Cosens-Haapy, LJJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, 
Cotiins, M.R.—Uniless the learned has misconceived the 





had 
oe elected a councillor of a borough council, appealed, 


Tt was argued 


of section 38, this court will not readily differ from him, for he had certain 
. 
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advantages which we have not, in that he actually saw the defendant 4s 
a witness and was thus able to ascertain his knowledge and state of mind 
at the date of the special meeting of the directors at which the prospectus 
was finally settled. Beyond all question the omitted contracts are 
maeerial and ought to have been disclosed in the prospectus, and the 


defendant is liable under section 38 if he hati knowledge of them. It is 
said that the defendant did not in fact know of the existence of the 
contracts, and therefore did not ‘‘ knowingly issue’ within the meaning 
of the section. Now, what is the evidence as to the condition 
of his mind? He knew that the company had somehow 
or other acquired three breweries. He himself had been the owner of one, 
‘and he must have known that the other two had becn acquired by a con- 
tract or contracts. Then there was the evidence given to him by the pro- 
spectus itself in the waiver clause. The defendant admits that ha reid 
the prospectus, but says that he did not ask what the contracts referred te 
were. He did know of the fact that contracts other than those di=closed 
did exist. That he was ignorant of the legal aspect is not improbable, but 
it is clear that ignorance of the law does not shelter a director or any other 
rson. If a person chooses to become the director of a compavy, he 
mes liable to certain statutory obligations. That is his misfortune. 
It is idle to say that the defendant was honest. We are not imputing uny 
-dishonesty except statutory dishonesty. Then it is contended that if 
the statement in the waiver clause is sufficient to shew knowledze 
by the director, it is also sufficient knowledge to the intending 
shareholder. In my opinion this argument cannot be maintained. ‘The 
director's position is different from that of the would-be purchaser of 
shares. He is under an absolute statutory obligation to disclose 
material contracts. Have the contracts been set before the intending 
shareholder in such a way that a reasonable man would have understood 
the nature of them? In this waiver clause the whole thing is put forward 
in such a tentative way that an intending shareholder might be led to 
suppose that the persons who should best know about the matter thought 
that the contracts might be such as need not be set out in the prospectus. 
It is not a frank avowal of the true nature of the contracts. In my 
opinion, the decision of the learned judge was perfectly right, and he has 
given a very clear statement of the law as to the operation of the waiver 
clause at p. 634 of the report.—Counsri, Levett, K.C., and Bremner ; 
Norton, K.C., and Joseph Ricardo. Soxicrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; 
Joseph Divis. 
{Reported by R. R. Campsecy, Esj., Barvister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re THE HARDEN STAR, &c., CO, (LIM.). MORRIS». THE COMPANY. 
Joyce, J. 13th March. 


CompaNny—AGREEMENT For Satz “‘Sunsect To tHe Dents anp LIABILITIES 
a] . ~ 7 ? 
Ser Ovr i Scuepute’’—Scneputep Cxreprrorn—DrneNTURE-HOLDERS’ 
ActTion—Pnriority or Creprror—IncumBRANCE—PRIVvITY. 


This was an adjourned summons in a debenture-holders’ action against 
the above-named company taken out by Messieurs Crewdson, Youatt, and 
Howard, asking, under the circumstances set forth below, whether they 
were entitled to rank asincumbrancers of the company under an inquiry 
directed by the decree in the action. By an agreement dated the 15th of 
July, 1901, a Mr. Hill, thereinafter called the vendor, agreed to sell to the 
company the — and other assets of a business theretofore carried on 

ause 4 was as follows: ‘‘ As the residue of the consideration 

for the said sale the company shall undertake to pay, satisfy, and dis- 
charge all the debts and liabilities of the vendor in relation to the said 
business set out in the third schedule hereto, and shall indemnify him 
ainst all proceedings, claims, and demands in respect thereof”; and 
clause 6 provided that the assets should be vested in the company 


“free from incumbrances, but . subject - . to the debts 
and liabilities set out in the said schedule hereto.” The third 


schedule to the said agreement contained a list of creditors with 
the amount of their claims, and included the names of the applicants as 
creditors for £134 odd. The company created an issue of debentures to 
the amount of £3,250, and the plaintiff, as holder of such debentures, 
obtained a decree in common form, and directing (inter alia) ‘an inquiry 
what other incumbrances affect the property comprised in or ch: by 
the said debentures and in whom the same are vested.”’ The applicants 
claimed that the assets passed to the company “‘ subject to” the yment 
of their debt, which constituted a charge upon such assets in the hands of 
the company in priority to any debentures created by the company. The 
follo cases were cited in argument: Page v. Cox (10 Ha. 164), Smith v. 


Joyce, J., stated the facts as above set forth and read clauses 4 and 6 
of the agreement of the 15th of July, 1901. His lordship said that no 
creditor was a party to the agreement, nor did it purport to be for the 
benefit of creditors; the only words that could be relied upon were the 
words “‘subject to,” &c., in clause 6, and it was said that the company 
acueing = this way became a trustee for the scheduled creditors; there 
was no bt that when a deed vested property in trustees for specified 
persons, those persons were entitled to have the property. But the trustee 
was liable to no person other than the debtor whom he had promised to 

; there was in this case no privity between the company and 
the , and in his lordship’s opinion the creditor could not sue and 
had no upon the assets.—Counsen, Preston; Whinney. Soxicrrors, 

Ellis ; Deacon, Gibson, § Co. 


March 21, 1903, 
——S 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


DEMER v. COOK AND ANOTHER. Lord Alvetstone, C.J, 
8rd and 16th March, 


Fatse Imprrsonment—Untawrunt Derention—Warrant or Coxiirmipay 
—AprraL—Coxviction ALTERED—PrisoneR Derarxep WitHotr Fagg 
Warrant—Action Acarnst CLERK or THE Peace AND GOVERNOR 9p 
Prisons. 


Point of law arising of 4 tiial before Lord Alverstone, C.J., and 
special juty on the 3rd of March last. This was an action brought by the 
plaintiff against E. H. Cook, the clerk of the peace for the Borough of 
Wert Him, and Captain Johnson, the Governor of Pentonville Prison, in 
respect of his detention in Pentonville Prison from the 18th of April tothe 
29th of April. The facts 6f the case were as follows: On the 2nd d 
January, 1902, Demet Was charged with having indecently Tr hf 
person. He ebtained bail, and was subsequently remanded till the 10th of 
Janvary, when he was charged under section 4 of the Vagrant Act (5 Geo, 
4, c. 83), with being a rogue and vagabond for having been guilty of the 
above offence. He was found guilty by the magistrates and sentenced to 
two months’ imprisonment With hard labour; and on that day a warrant 
of commitment om tviiViction, signed by the magistrate, was made out, 
directing him to be kept in prison with hard Jabour for the space of two 
months. Under that warrant of commitment he was taken to Pentonville, 
Where he remained until the 15th of January, when, in the ordinary course, 
he was removed to Bedford to ———- the remainder of his sentence, 
He lodged an appeal ; and on the 18th of January he obtained bail, which 
was given by two sureties, the conditions of the recognizances being thas 
Demer should abide by, and duly perform, the order of the court to be 
made upon the trial of an appeal to quarter sessions. Upon notice of the 
appeal and the granting of bail being given to the Governor of Bedford 
Prison, the plaintiff was discharged from that prison pending the appeal. 
The appeal came on for hearing on the 7th of February, when the appellant 
and other witnesses were examined orally; and judgment was reserved 
util the 18th of April, the sessions being adjourned to that day, and 
the existing recognizances being enlarged. On tlie 18th of April th: 
recorder gave judgmeat convicting the defendant of being a rogue ant 
vagabond within section 4 of 5 Geo. 4, c. 83, for that he had been 
guilty of exposure of his person on or about the %th of December in th: 
presence of a woman named Romain, and on the 18th of December in the 
presence of a woman named Staples. He further altered the sentence by 
remitting the hard labour and putting the appellant in the second 
division; and the original conviction was altered by the recorder in 
accordance with that decision. The plaintiff's counsel thereupon applied 
for a case upon the ground of misreception of evidence and certain other 
points of law. The recorder said he would grant a case upon the usual 
recognizances being entered into, and application was made to the sureties 
as to whether they would enter into the further recognizances, but 
they declined, and thereupon the recorder said that the jaw must take 
its course. Time was given to the plaintiff to find other sureties, but he 
was unable to do so, and in consequence he was taken back to Pentonville 
Prison in the custody of warders who were present at the sessions. No 
fresh warrant for commitment was drawn up, and it was admitted that 
the only document which the defendant Captain Johnson received was 
a copy of the conviction as altered by the recorder and the original 
warrant of commitment of the 15th of January sentencing the plaintiff to 
two months’ imprisonment with hard labour. On the 29th of April the 
Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Darling and Channell, JJ.) 
held that the conviction, as so altered, alleged two distinct offences and 
was bad. Thereupon the plaintiff was released. Subsequently, on the 
7th of June, this action was commenced. The jury provisionally assessed 
the damages for the plaintiff’s detention in the sum of £5; and the 
question the learned judge had now to decide was whether the actiou 
could be maintained against either of the defendants. 


Lord Atversronz, C.J., having taken time to consider, gave judgment 
for the plaintiff. In the course of his written judgment he said that as 
regarded the clerk of the peace the action could not be maintained. He 
gave no independent order, but whatever he did was to carry out the order 
or direction given by the learned recorder, and he only acted ministerially, 
and as against him the action must be dismissed with costs. 
The case of Dews v. Riley (11 C. B. 434) was an authority that 
the clerk of a court who acted in pursuance of, and for the purpose 
of carrying out, the orders of a judge was a ministerial officer. 
The position of the governor of the prison appeared to be entirely different ; 
and the question was whether he was justified in receiving and detaining 
the prisoner without any fresh warrant of commitment after the sentence 
of the recorder, and whether, having done so, he was liable in this action. 
Olliet v. Bessey (Sir Thomas Jones’ Rep. 214), Butt v. Newman (Gow, p. 97), 
The Countess of Rutland’s case (6 Rep. 52a., p. 360), Henderson v. Preston (36 
W. R. 834, 21 Q. B. D. 362), Greaves v. Keene (27 W..R. 416, 4 Ex. D. 79), 
shewed that where a gaoler received a prisoner under a warrant which was 
correct in form no action would lie against him if it should turn out that 
the warrant was improperly issued, or that the court had no jurisdiction 
to issue it. Those authorities in no way concluded the present case, 
because in this case no fresh warrant was issued upon the 18th of April. He 
(the learned judge) must, therefore, consider whether the conviction of the 
15th of January as amended in red, and the original warrant of the magis- 
trates also dated the 15th of January were equivalent to a warrant or 
took the place of one. In his opinion these documents were not equiva- 
lent to, and did not take the place of, a warrant. The warrant of 


commitment of the 15th of January, upon the 18th of April, had upon the 





[Reported by Atan C, Nessirr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


face of it been exhausted, and the view taken by the Court of King’s Bench in 
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theit judgment of the 29th of April, that this document could not be relied 
was cortect, It was cohtended that the order of the quarter sessiohs of 
the recognigances into which the sureties 
had entered that Demer should abide by and perform the order of the court on 
appeal, rendered any further warrant by the court of sessions be cwage ro 
and that the conviction of the 15th of January, as altered on the 18th of 
il, was a sufficient warrant: He, the leatned judge, was clearly of 
on that this argiment could not be maintained, A conviction was 
pot a Wwartant; antl he thought that section 27 of the Summary Juris- 
diction Act, 1848, contemplatetl a fresh watrant being issued after the 
axpeal, at any rate in such a case a8 the ptesent, where the sentence - 
tered and the original a 0 had; tipon the face of it, expited: The 
warrant and nothing elie was the protectivn to the gidoler, and he was not 
ehtitled, to question it or go behind it. e conviction was a new con- 
yiction for a new punishment—namely, two months in the second division, 
and not two months’ imprisonment with hard labour of which eleven days 
had already been suffered. In his opinion Captain Johnson was not 
justified in detaining the plaintiff without a warrant in writing from the 
recorder, and that so far as he was concerned the detention of the plaintiff 
was unlawful. He therefore gave judgment for the plaintiff for the 
amount assessed by the jury, namely, £5, with costs against Captain 
Johnson, and dismissed the action with costs as against the defendant 
Cook. Judgment accordingly.—Covnse1, C. B. Jones, E. J Naldrett, and 
W. W. Grantham; Avory, K.C., and Travers Humphreys; Sir R. Finlay, 
A.G., H. Sutton, and Campbell Johnson. Soxtcrronrs, C. C. Sharman ; Clapham, 
Fitch, § Co. ; Treasury Solicitor. 
[Reported by E. G. Sti_twett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 








Law Societies. 
Incorporated Law Society. 


Noricz. 


A special general meeting of the members of the society will be held in 
the hall of the society on Friday, the 24th of April next, at 2 p.m. 
precisely. 

Members wishing to move resolutions must give notice of them to the 
secretary on or before the 2nd of April. 

y order, 
(Signed) E. W. Wiu1amson, Secretary. 

March 19, 


Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 
Tune Rarways AND PROPERTY. 


Mn. Mavrice Powett delivered a lecture on Wednesday, at the Inner 
Temple (Lecture Room A), before the members of the Solicitors’ Manag- 
ing Clerks’ Association on the subject of ‘‘ The Relation of Property to 
Tube Railways.’’ The chair was taken by Mr. F. A. Bosanquer, K.C., 
Common Serjeant of the City of London. 

Mr. Powe 11 said that the attempt by railway companies to appropriate 
the subsoil without making any payment or compensation had been strenu- 
ously resisted by its owners, and in the Act of 1891 inco: ting the Central 
London Railway the only power the promoters su ed in » for 
compulsorily acquiring such land was power to “enter upon, take, and use 
the subsoil and undersurface of the public streets,’’ and, as far as he could 
ascertain, the powers given to other tube railways down to and including 
1901 wer: expressed in the same terms. These were the ordinary wcrds by 
which a railway company was empowered to take surface land, and this 
they could only do subject to the provisions of the Lands Clauses Acts, 
which required them to give the owner notice to treat and to pay the value 
of the land before they could take possession; if they entered on it without 
payment they were trespassers, and therefore liable to be sued by the 
owners of the subsoil for damages and an injunction to restrain the continu- 
ance of the trespass. He referred to a number of cases, particularly 
that of Mappin Bros. v. Liberty § Co., where the plaintiff endeavoured 
to prevent the defendant from making a passage through the subsoil 
opposite the plaintiff’s house, and where Mr. Justice Joyce had held that the 
surrounding circumstances led to the inference that the lessors had not 
intended to lease - part of the street. In the case of Farmer v. Waterloo 
and Vity Railway, where the company bored through the subsoil without 
giring the plaintiff notice to treat for the purchase of the subsoil, it was 

that the company were not merely taking an easement, but land, 
and they could not ‘appropriate ’’ the subsoil without first complying 
with the Lands Clauses Act. And a similar decision was given in South v. 
East London Railway Co. It would seem that where were taken 
for the recovery of the plaintiff's subsoil, the court would give him 
relief and prevent the railway from running their trains through the 
subsoil dec’ to be his. The Stockport case (33 L. J. Q. B. 251) and The 
case (Regina v. Essex, 14 Q. B. D. 753, revd. 17 Ld. 447 (C. A.), 
Cowper Essex v. Acton Local Board, 14 App. Cas. 153) were of interest 
owing to the extreme importance to mtagers in t of the 
claims against railway companies for tunnels ugh their 
. under the public streets, for h; 7 ye 3 these cases that 
way company must not 0! e price of the subsoil the 
Secupied, but also for any p x Hine that’ might be done to * 
house or land of the vendor by constructing or working the railway over 
the land taken. In the case of the Central London Railway the committee 
appointed by the Board of Trade to investigate the q of vibration 
caused by the working of the railway reported that they had satisfied 
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themselves ‘‘ by personal observation that vibration sufficient to cause 
serious annoyance Was actually felt in many of the houses situated along 
the course of the railway:’’ It had been laid down that for damage done 
by the working of tlie railway no comiperisation was at any time recover: 
dble, althotigh the result of such working was to causé vibration which 
destroyed the hotise, inless it could be shewri that the damage had been 
caused by the exercise by the conipany of their powers in a nianner to 
cause needless injury, or that they not taken reasonable precautions 
Within their power to avoid injury, in either of Which cases the cont 
Wotild be lidble to an action. This pririciple hdd been finally settled by 
Brand's case (Hammersmith and City Railway Co: v. Brand, 1869, L. R. 4 
H: L. 171). It was based on the principle that the injury was oo 
expressly authorized by Parliament, and therefore not actionable, and that 
it was not within the purview of the clauses giving compensation for such 
injury. The extreme hardship of this principle when applied to tube 
railways in their inception, when it was quite uncertain what injury they 
might cause by vibration, induced some of the opponents of the Central 
London Railway Bill in 1891 to apply to the Parliamentary Committees on 
the Bill to insert special clauses giving frontagers along the line of the 
railway right to compensation for injury caused to them by the working of 
the railway through the subsoil under the streets, though not belonging to 
them. They pointed out that it was fair that the company should bear 
any risk there might be of such injury. As, however, the promoters’ 
engineers gave evidence that at the great depth at which the railway 
was laitl it was impossible for the working of the trains to be felt on 
the surface, the committee refused the special clauses, and said the case 
would be governed by the general, law. The actual result shewed 
how fallacious the expert evidence had been. It was of extreme 
importance to ascertain whether the frontager was entitled to the 
subsoil or not, for it was obvious that if the subsoil had passed by the 
lease of the house no subsequent dealing by a or volun 
sale between the lessor and the railway could in any way affect the lessee’s 
rights, as he had the present right to the possession of .the land to the end 
of the lease, and the company could not enter thereon without acquiring 
from him under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts his leasehold interest. 
In the case of the Central London Railway it had been found that the 
main cause of vibration was caused by the weight of the locomotives, and 
that by dividing the power among several motors the vibration almo:t 
ceased. If, therefore, a company should persist in using engines so as (o 
cause injury when it was not necessary, the user would no doubt be 
restrained by injunction. And in other cases also the unreasonable and 
vexatious use of statutory powers in carrying out works afforded ground 
for action although there were no negligence. The results of the working 
of the Central London Railway having shewn the inadequacy of the pro- 
visions of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts, the Committee on Tube 
Railway Bills last year inserted clauses that the railway should make 
compensation to owners and lessees notwithstanding that no part 
of their property was taken by the company, all claims to be 
made within two years from the o of the railway and to be 
settled by an arbitrator. It seemed probable that similar special 
clauses would be inserted in future tube railways Bills. The effect was 
that the companies might use the subsoil of the streets without payment, 
but any owner or lessee might obtain compensation if his ‘‘ land, house, or 
building’ was injuriously affected by the working of the railway, 
although none of his land had been taker. Similar words had been used 
in the 68th section of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, and under that it had 
been held that compensation was recoverable only in respect of damage 
that would have bern actionable but for the special Act, and that the 
must be to land or an interest therein, and be of a permanent 
character peculiarly affecting the house or land itself in which the person 
claiming had an interest. A mere personal inconvenience, obstruction, or 
damage to a man’s trade or the goodwill of his house would not be 
sufficient. It seemed to follow from various decisions that if the 
working of the trains or lifts constituted a nuisance causing 
adjacent landowners, lessees, or occupiers, they would have a right to 
receive compensation under the —_ clauses. What were the practical 
remedies? Ifthe company denied the right of the frontager to the sub- 
soil, probably the simplest course would be to sue the company for trespass 
to recover possession of his subsoil, or, claiming an injunction, a declara- 
tion of title, and damages. Should the company then take gs 
legally to acquire the land under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts, 
the declaration of title so obtained would, it seemed, avoid any further 
inquiry as to the frontager’s title. If, on the other hand, the company 
admitted the frontager’s title aud ther entry, he might prudently claim 
compensation under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts as soon as he 
was in a position to prove toa jury or an arbitrator the whole amount of 
damage which would be caused to his land by the construction and workin 
of the railway. Under the Lands Clauses Acts, where the company 
through inadvertence omitted to purchase or pay compensation, the 
company had power within a certain period to purchase or pay 
compensation for the same, so that they were enti to remain in 
possession of the land if they d to uire it within ‘the 
required time. The section applied, however, only in cases of 
mistake or inadvertence. If the gr samy knew that the landowner 
claimed to have an estate in the land, they could not shelter themselves 
under section 124 if they entered on whether surface or subsoil, to 
construct their railway without having pee J urchased the same. 
In this connection he referred to the recent case e Caledonian Railway 
Co. v. Davidson (A. ©. 22), decided on the co: ing sections of the 
Scotch Act. In the cases with which he had endeavoured to illustrate the 
subject the ommneny had been authorized to enter and take the land in the 
usual way, W! obliged them to purchase the land. In some cases, 
however, where the tunnel was to under buildings, the company, 
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instead of purchasing the lands, had acquired the right to take an ease- 
ment or right of using the subsoil, and to take cellars of a house only, 
subject to compensation. In every case, therefore, the enabling Act must 
be carefully studied in order to ascertain the relative rights of the land- 
owner and railway company in any particular case; and it was, of course, 
most important for the landowner to examine any Bills introduced into 
Parliament which, if passed, might affect his rights, in order to secure, as 
far as possible, edequate protection being afforded him by the Parlia- 
mentary committees who investigated the Bills. 
The Cuatrman, replying to a vote of thanks, said that in the case of 
Mappin v. Liberty Mr. Justice Joyce decided that the subsoil of the road 
did not belong to the plaintiff. That might be right or wrong. He ha‘ 
heard that the appeal of that case would not be proceeded with, for which 
he was sorry. But Mr. Justice Joyce was reported to have said that this 
was a presumption which arose when one did not know the circumstances 
of the grant, as if it was like a lost grant, and he said that if one knew 
the circumstances of the grant that presumption could have no place. 
Cases in the Court of Appeal had not treated it in that way. They had 
said it was the construction of the grant itself. It was a rule of construc- 
tion that though the house might be marked as separate from the highway 
it was construed as granting the land up to the middle of the road, and 
there was no authority he knew of for such an expression as had been 
attributed to Mr. Justice Joyce. That case might be right upon the facts, or 
it might not. But what was the principle covering the question whether 
the subsoil of the road agg with the house? The old law was that the 
assumption was that the owner of land adjoining a public road was the 
owner of the road itself up to the middle. Leases were granted by the 
man who owned the property up to the side of the road. The Court of 
Appeal had held that it was a rule of construction that although the house 
was marked as separate from the highway it was construed as granting 
the land up to the middle of the road, and there was no authority he kuew 
of for such an expression as that attributed to Mr. Justice Joyce, except 
some expressions of Chief Justice Cockburn in Leigh v. Jack not used by 
anybody else. There was a case which indisposition had prevented him 
from trying, and which was tried by the Recorder in the Mayor's Court, 
where the question was whether a house was injured by a railway. It 
was fought for three days, and the railway company brought expert wit- 
nesses, but the jury came to the conclusion that the making of the railway 
had damaged the house aud the company had to pay. A few days after- 
wards the same question of fact came before Mr. Justice Ridley in trying 
a compensation case in the High Court, and there the company threw up 
the sponge. 








Companies. 
The British Law Fire Insurance Co. (Limited). 


AnsvaL Meertine. 


Tbe annual general meeting of the British Law Fire Insurance Co. was 
held on Friday, the 13th inst., at Cannon-street Hotel, Mr. H. T. 
Nortow (the chairman) presiding. 

The net preminm income was £70,267 15s. 24., as compared with 
£66,980 83. 7d. in the previous year, being an increase of £3,287 68. 7d. 
The net losses, after adjusting those outstanding at the end of 1901, 
allowing for claims outstanding at the end of 1902, and deducting the 
amounts recoverable by reinsurance and indemnities, amounted 
to £27,249 3s. 94. The loss ratio for the year was 338°7 per 
cent. The accounts shewed an available balance of £19,260 12s. 1d. 
The directors proposed to carry to reserve £10,000, thus bringing 
the reserve up to £60,000, to declare a dividend at the rate of £5 
per cent. free of income tax for the year, and to carry forward 
£4,200 12s. 1d. The board were glad to report that they had 
formed a local board in Liverpool, which several influential members of 
the legal profession had agreed to join. The directors intended to propose 
to the meeting to appoint the Honourable Mr. Justice Bigham an 
additional trustee of the company. They regretted to report the death 
during the year of their esteemed colleague, Mr. Robert Cunliffe. The 

on the board had been filled by the appointment of Mr. Robert 
G. F. , of the firm of Messrs. Ravenscroft, Woodward, & Co., of No. 15, 
John-street, Bedford-row, W.C. The directors who retired by rotation 
_ Fo came gy a _ J. S. ee R. W. Dibdin, A. H. James, 
.G. , and M. Pontifex, who, being eligible, offered themselves: 
for ovlection ’ ng eligi themselves 
2 osten CuTien (manager and secretary) having read the notice 
mans the mesting, - ™ 
RAIRMAS said that everything had gone much as they had hoped, 
-— that business had Borer en on hae ge at a satiohneteny rate, a 
ratio was very satisfactory, aud the progress of the company had 
been generally all that they could desire. The status and pastilon ot the 
amongst the other insurance companies was distinctly recog- 
and all the supposed weaknesses of youth were now, by general 
ae to have been outgrown. The net premium income was 

, 267 15s. 24., and the gross income £86,900, whilst the sum reassured 
was £16,064. That might seem rather a large a. but it had 
always been the principle of the board to keep the limite emall—at any 
rate, in the early days of the company. And their limits were quite small 
as compared with those of some A the bigger companies, which rendered 
it necessary, when a very large insurance came in, t reinsure @ very con- 
viderable a. The annual premium shewed an increase of 
£3,281 6s. 14., which was much the same as last year. He had hoped 
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so. He had stated at the last meetifig that as the company;thad'a 
reserve fund of £50,000 they were proposing to revise the limits with 
the view of seeing whether they could not increase some of them with 
prudence, with the object of diminishing the proportion they had to 
reinsure. This had been done, and, after careful consideration with the 
manager, and with the advice and concurrence of the local boards, ti 
had, from the middle of the year, increased the limits and were holding 
somewhat larger limits than had hitherto been the case, he was satisfied 
on very reasonable and conservative grounds. In a little time the benefit 
of that al eration would become apparent, and he had every reason to believe 
that i years to come they would find these increased limits very beneficial, 
A sepacate account wou!d be kept of the business arising each year, and 
they would always be in a position to know whether they had done wisely, 
so that they might either extend its operation or retract it, as might be 
found desirable. The net losses, after allowing for reinsurances and so on, 
had amounted to £27,249 3s. 9d., the loss ratio for the year being 38°7 per 
cent., which was practically the same as last year. He was sure that they 
would agree that this was a very satisfactory rate. There were no offices 
in London that were able to reduce their losses to such a rate, except 
the two other legal offices, and he had every reason to hope that on 
this occasion they might shew as well as either of them. Some years ago 
the company had had difficulties with their reassurances, but they were now 
on a very satisfactory basis and were of substantial benefit to the company, 
The accounts shewed an available balance of £19,260 12s. Id., of 
which £4,000 was the amount brought forward, making in effect the 
earnings and interest just £15,000. It was proposed to carry £10,000 to 
reserve, bringing the reserve up to £60,000, to declare a dividend of £5 per 
cent. and to carry forward £4,260 12s. 1d. He need not say that the board 
had had requests to divide a larger diivdend, but the money put to reserve 
was not thrown away, the shareholders got the interest upon it in the next 
year’s account. Of course the board only invested in gilt-edged securities, 
and the rate of interest was therefore not quite so high as would otherwise 
be the case, but on the other hand the money was as safe as it could well be, 
On the present occasion the board did not propose to increase the 
dividend, believing that the credit of the company would be much 
increased by building up a larger reserve. He had had a letter from 
one of the trustees, strongly advocating thatcourse. A local board had been 
appointed at Liverpool, from which it was expected a large and profitable 
business would accrue. They had also asked Mr. Justice Bigham, who 
was a Liverpool man, and who had given them many useful suggestions, to 
become an additional trustee. The board had toreport with great regret 
the death of Mr. Robert Cunliffe, who was their oldest colleague. They 
deeply regretted his loss. He would refer again, as he had done on 
previous occasions, to the question of the expenses. People used to point 
with the finger of warning to their expenses, but for some time past the 
tone of the criticisms in the public press had been entirely different—they 
had come round to the view of the board. The commission was 14°7 and 
the expenses 31°3, making 46, which was certainly a high rate but that was 
toa great extent due to the company’s local establishments, which involved 
many expenses. But never was money better laid out. It was owing to 
their courage in incurring that expense that the company had been able to 
get together its business in the course of its fifteen years of existence, and 
he had no hesitation in saying that that expenditure was not a blot, but 
that it should be a matter of pride in the management of the company. 
That did not mean that the board would not keep the expenditure down us 
much as possible—therate wasdecreasing year by year asthe annual premium 
income increased. The average of the premiums, direct and guarantee 
premiums, was just under 2s. 5d. per cent., which was very low. It 
used to run to just under 2s. 8d. Taking the revenue account and balance- 
sheet the total management expenses ran to £22,000, a slight increase on 
last year. That was due to the establishment of the new board and also 
to the natural increase of salaries as business increased. There were 
£156,731 invested entirely in gilt-edged securities. These had suffered 
some depreciation, it was true, but it was under 5} per cent., which was 
due to the fact that the bulk of their securities were made in 1884, 
before the very great rise which followed the troubles of 1890. 

Mr. Wa. Maptes (vice-chairman) seconded the motion. 
Mr. Cores expressed his pleasure that the board was building up a good 
reserve. He hoped that until it had reached £100,000 they would not 
increase the dividend. 
The report was unanimously adopted. 
The Cuarmmman moved, the Vice-Cuarmman seconded, and it was agreed, 
that the retiring directors be re-elected. 
On the motion of Mr. Coi.ins, the auditors, Messrs. Turquand, Youngs, 
& Co., were re-elected. 
Mr. Cores moved a vote of thanks to the board, the manager, and the 
staff, observing that the staff conducted the business in a most satisfactory 
manner. 

Mr. Cor11xs seconded the motion, which was supported by Mr. Munpay, 
both gentlemen speaking in high terms of the wel in which the business 
was conducted, 

The OCnamman, in returning thanks, said the board thoroughly 
nets the services of the staff. 

Mr. H. Fosrex Curtvn also acknowledged the compliment, and the 
proceedings terminated. 





Equity and Law Life Assurance Society. 
Ansvat Muvrina, 


The annual general meeting of the Ke nity and Law Life Assurance 
Society was held on ‘Tuesday, at the colety 6 house, 18, Lincoln’s-inn- 
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to £640,611 10s., and £560 a year deferred annuities, of which £129,635 
were reassured. The net new business was £110,719 in excess of that 
transacted in the previous year. The new premiums amounted to 
$23,255 5s. 1d., and the reassurance premiums to £4,810 2s. 4d., leaving net 
new premiums of £18,445 2s. 9d., of which £2,369 10s. 7d. were single 
premiums. The gross amount of the assurances in force at the end of the 
year was £9,756,855 16s., of which £1,015,058 were reassured ; and the net 


the previous account. The amount received for interest and dividends 
was £125,270 13s. 1ld., being an increase of £2,136 14s. 9d. on the 
corresponding figure for 1901. Sundry other receipts amounted to 
£1,937 5s. 6d., and the profit on reversions fallen in during 
the year was £1,171 15s. 4d. The claims by death under 119 
policies amounted to £306,351 14s. 7d., and twenty-five endowment 
assurances, amounting to £20,147 15s. 8d., matured. These sums 
included bonus additions of £50,459 10s. 3d. The society received 
£121,449 towards payment of these claims from other offices, 
with whom a portion of these policies had been reassured. One large 
claim arose at the end of the year, and was included in the item “‘ claims ”’ 
in the revenue account; it also appeared among the outstanding claims, 
having been paid after the 3lst of December. The larger portion of the 
liability was reassured with other offices. The incidence of the claims had 
again been satisfactory, nearly 40 per cent. of the policies, other than 
maturing endowments, having been upon lives of seventy years of age and 
upwards. The net amount of claims was considerably less than that 
expected for the year, and there had been a substantial profit from this 
source. The deaths of four annuitants were announced ‘during the 
year, causing the termination of annuities of £315 17s. 8d. The sums 
paid for cash bonus and surrenders amounted to £13,452 18s. 10d. The 
funds of the society were increased during the year by £153,036 15s. 11d. 
Excluding reversions, outstanding premiums and interest, and cash at 
bank, the total funds were invested to produce £3 15s. 6d. per cent. The 
directors who retire by rotation were Mr. Deverell, Mr. Hickley, Mr. 
Dimond, and Mr. Church. All these gentlemen, being eligible, offered 
themselves for re-election. 

Mr. A. F. Burrmce (actuary and secretary) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, 

The Cuarnman moved the adoption of the report. He said he hoped the 
meeting would consider it satisfactory. It shewed an increase on the 
business in every department. In new policies there were 591 as against 
492 in 1901. The new sums assured were £640,611 against £451,269 in the 
preceding year. There had also been granted £560 in deferred annuities 
against £180 last year. The increase in the new sums assured was £189,342 
gross. The surrenders had been £11,539 as against £12,852 last year—that 
was to say, the society had surrendered £1,313 less, which was, of course, 
desirable, as they wished their policies to be kept in force and their 
lives to live as long as possible. The average of the policies was satis- 
factory. Last yearthe average was £917, which was a very considerable 
average and, he remembered saying, one which it could not be expected 
could be maintained. He was glad to find that this year the average had 
risen to £1,084. The interest and dividends were £125,270, as against 
£123,133 in 1901. The income had increased from that source by £2,137, 
and £153,036 had been added to the invested funds, which was the largest 
amount added in any year of the current quinquennium. The profit 
realized on reversions falling in during the year was only £1,171; that was 
a smaller figure than usual, but of course it was a figure which fluctuated, 
and if it shewed a less profit it also shewed better duration of life, and that 
told in favour of the office when they came to the lives which were assured. 
There had been 119 claims by death, and the sum paid, including bonuses, 
had been £306,351. That amount had been largely increased by one very 
large claim. The society had had the misfortune to lose by sudden death 
a life which some years ago was insured for a term in the office, and that 
term ran out. Subsequently the office again insured the life for the whole 
term thereof, and the life dropped, but only £10,000 of the particular 
og fell upon the society, and it was not all loss, of course. It would 
% found with regard to the net claims that there had been a decrease 
upon the last three years. During that time the claims had been as 
follows: In 1900 the gross claims were £333,666, and the net claims 
£304,731; in 1901 the gross claims were £252,361, and the net £232,784, 
less, as would be seen, than in the year 1900. In 1902 the gross claims 
had risen, from the cause he had mentioned, to £326,499, but the 
net claims were only £205,050, so that, taking the net claims—the sums 
paid by the office out of its own pocket—there had been a decrease in 
each year of the quinquennium, ‘The amount by which the expected 
claims exceeded the actual claims was about £50,000. The net claims for 
the year had only been £205,050. The rate of interest was a shade 
higher, The society had got £3 15s. 6d. per cent. as against £3 15s, last year. 

Mr. Freprnick Peake (deputy chairman) seconded the motion, and it 
was carried unanimously, 

On the motion of the Cuarnman the retiring directors were re-elected. 

The auditors—viz., for the proprietors, Mr. Edwin Waterhouse and Mr. 
Joseph Gurney Fowler, and for the assured, Mr. Robert William Dibdin— 
Were also se-dlested. 

Mr, Dinprn returned thanks. 

On the motion of Mr, Justice Grantuam Mr, Harold Agnew, of the firm 
of Sale, Seddon, & Co., Manchester, was elected a director to fill a vacancy 
on the board, 

On the motion of the Cuamman a vote of thanks was passed the actuary, 
the assistant actuary, the medical officer, the solicitors, and the staff. ~ 

Mr. Burrrpor said that, on behalf of all those included in the vote he 
oar wet them exceedingly for this kind acknowledgment of their 

rvices, 


Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Caries GARIBALDI SHaw and Jonn Hut Evzes, solicitors (Shaw & 
Eyles), Reading. March 11. [ Gazette, March 17. 





General. 


It is stated that Mr. William Day, who was recently appointed Asscciate 
Justice of the United States Supreme Court, is suffering from influenza, 
and that his condition is critical. 

The annual meeting of the Selden Society will be held at the 
Council Room, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on Wednesday, the 25th inst., at 
4,30. Lord Macnaghten will preside. 

The annual general meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association 
will be held on Wednesday next, the 25th inst., in the Middle Temple 
Hall, at 4.30 p.m. The Lord Chancellor will preside. 


Judge Emden, says the Standard, announced at Maidstone County Court 
on Wednesday, that the registrar, Mr. G. D. Warner, had been obliged, 
owing to ill-health, to resign the office of registrar. The post is worth 
£800 per annum. 

The twenty-first conference of the International Law Association will, 
at the invitation of the Burg»master of Antwerp, he held in that city on 
Tuesday, the 29th of September nexf,: and following days. The Belgian 
Association of Maritime Law has undertaken to make the necessary 
arrangements for the organization of the conference. 

Sir John Hollams, who was lately entertained by the bench and bar in 
Inner Temple Hall, is, says the Globe, to receive from his numerous hosts 
another mark of respect. He is to be presented with an address signed by 
all the: judges and barristers present at the banquet, with a print of the 
speeches made by the Lord Chancellor, Lord James of Hereford, the 
Attorney-General, and himself. This additional compliment is in aceord- 
ance with precedent. Lord Justice Bramwell received a similar gift after 
the “ farewell ’’ dinner given him by the bench and bar. 


The story has been told in these columns, says the St. James's Gazette, of 
how Lord Russell was locked up at a village inn and regarded as a lunatic 
when he explained that he was Lord Chief Justice. There is a less familiar 
story of a late Lord Chancellor. Lord Cairns was staying with a friend 
near Norwich when it occurred to him to visit the asylum there. He 
arrived late, and was told that he could not be admitted. ‘* But I am the 
Lord Chancellor,’’ explained Lord Cairns. ‘‘ Oh,” said the policeman, 
‘that’s all right ; we’ve got four of you in here already.” 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, says the Globe, having 
disposed of all the appeals which stood for hearing when they resumed 
their labours in February, have started on a supplemental list, containing 
six appeals from India and two from the colonies. All these appeals have 
been set down for hearing during the past six weeks. There is little of 
the law’s delay, therefore, about the proceedings of the ** Imperial Court 
of Appeal.”’ The only trace of the familiar evil is to be found in thelist 
of eight cases standing for judgment. One of these cases—an appeal 
from Quebec—was heard as long ago as last July. 

‘“* A lawyer's life is not all fees and fun,’’ confessed a New York lawyer 
the other day, according vo the Central Law Journal, ‘I was in the 
criminal court building a few weeks ago when a man from my district 
asked me to defend him in special sessions and wait for my fee. Just 
before the case was to be called for trial he came around to borrow teu 
dollars, and got it. ‘Send for me when your case is called,’ I said. 
When I came out of general sessions at noon one day the client was 
waiting for me. ‘I was discharged,’ he exclaimed. ‘I thought I was 
to defend you,’ I said. * You see,’ he replied, ‘I couldn’t afford to pay a 
first-class lawyer’s fee, so I got one of those cheap fellows with the ten 
dollars you lent me. 1 thought that would be cheaper," ” 


In reply to Sir Howard Vincent, who asked the Attorney-General if his 

attention had been called to cases last year of breaches of trust by a sole 
surviving trustee which came before the courts, and if he proposed to take 
any steps for the protection of beneficiaries either by a compulsory 
application of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, or the establishment of a 
yublic trustee and executor, Sir Robert Finlay, in a printed reply, says: 
“his question relates to a matter of great importance which has been from 
time to time under the consideration of the Government. I do not at 
resent see how it would be practicable to make the application of the 
Sndicial Trustees Act compulsory, but the question of the establishment 
of a public trustee may require consideration if the working of that Act 
proves unsatisfactory. 

At the Stafford Assizes last week, Mr. Justice Darling, in charging the 
grand jury, says the 7imes, speaking of certain charges of perjury which 
were in the calendar, said that though it might be unusual to Indict persons 
for perjuries alleged to have been committed by them in giving evidence 
for themselves upon their trials, such a course was not, therefore, improper, 

rovided only that the circumstances warranted the preferring of such 
ndictments, He could not help thinking that to exempt all aceused 
ple from liability for perjury would be to take a rhort-sighted view of 
the true interests of defendants in criminal trials, Such a view, if it pre- 
vailed, would lead tribunals to attach htte to the oaths of 
ri 





A vote of thanks to the chairman terminated the proceedings. 


soners giving such testimony, and great injustice would thereby be done 
fo Inocent persons coming forward to deny unjust and false accusations, 





; 


| 
| 
| 
i 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
i 
| 


372 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





March 21, 1903. 





On Wednesday, says the Times, a sitting was appointed for the public 
examination of William Henry Miles Booty, solicitor, of 1, Raymond- 
, Gray’s-inn, and Belsize-square,N.W. The debtor had practised 
in partnership, and had filed two statements of affairs, one relating to his 
private liabilities and assets, and the other tothe partnership affairs. The 
former statement shewed liabilities amounting to £3,966 15s. 5d., of which 
£466 15s 5d. was unsecured, and assets estimated to produce £2,772 6s. 3d. 
The ership liabilities were returned at £200,756 0s. 3d., of which 
£177,762 98. 6d. was expected to rank, and assets £111,642 3s. 1d., subject 
to realization. The official receiver asked for an adjournment until some 
day in next sittings. The debtor Booty had practised in partnership 
with one Bayliffe, and a receiving order was made against Booty alone on 
the 5th of February last. On Tuesday, however, a receiving order was 
granted against the firm, and, in the circumstances, further time was 
required to investigate the firm's transactions. Mr. Registrar Giffard 
adjourned the examination to the 29th of April. 


Mr. Justice Darling, at the Stafford Assizes, observed, says the Times, 
that he had noticed over and over again, and especially during these 
assizes, that at the end of the depositions there appeared set out, as the 
prisoner’s statement before the magistrate, the words ‘‘I reserve my 
defence.”” When those words were used it was nearly invariably the rule 
that the defendant had the advice of a solicitor, at whose instance the 
statement was made. His lordship said that he desired, now that the 
assizes were drawing to a close, to make some observations upon this 
practice, and he hoped that those observations would be taken down and 
published. A piece of worse advice could not be given to a prisoner than 
for counsel to say ‘‘I reserve my defence.”” The aim of such advice was 
to mislead the prosecution. To a certain class of mind it appeared 
immensely clever to keep the prosecution in the dark, so that the prosecu- 
tion, coming prepared to meet one possible defence, found itself met by a 
very different one never suggested before. No doubt it seemed a very smart 
pon to ny but it was the device of solicitors who did not really know their 
own ess, and whothoughtit very fine to say totheirclients ‘‘ Youreserve 
your defence now, and when you come to trial see what I will do for you.”’ 
It was, indeed, a shortsighted and stupid proceeding ; for a defendant, if he 
had really a good answer and put it forward to the justices, would in most 
cases not be committed for trial at all, whereas if, having a good defence, 
& prisoner concealed it until his trial at assizes, the judge and jury would 
take note of the circumstance that no such defence was ever suggested 
before. There was no room for doubt or misunderstanding in the terms of 
the maemo b caution, and no excuse for a man’s remaining absolutely 
silent after hearing it if he had anything worth saying. The clerk to the 
justices was bound to read the caution. His lordship here read the terms 
of the caution, and pointed out that the defendants are therein bidden 
sig to hope from any promise of favour, and nothing to fear from 
any threat.’’ As soon as ever an accused person had the chance of stating 
his defence he ought to state it; if he withheld it from the justices he 
came before the jury at a disadvantage. If he withheld it of his own accord 
he was himself to blame ; but in most cases it was the solicitors who were 
lordship ho for withholding the defence until trial. In conclusion his 

— that his warning would be taken to heart, and that some 











people would learn the lesson that there was such a thing as being too 
clever by half. . . 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota oy RecisTears 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. Exeescescy Aprgau Covet Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Bora. No. 2. Kexewicn. Brene. 
Monday, March ... .... 23 Mr. Jackum Mr. Theed Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach 
. —_aPeee - a Pemberton W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Godfrey Theed Church R. Leae’ 
B. Leach W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Carrington Theed Church R. Leach 
wiuee © apeeue Peal W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Paewris. Bocxuer. Joven. Swisves Eapy. 
Monday, March ... .... 2 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal Mr. Ki Mr. W. Leach 
_ eT” Jackum Carrington ese Theed 
Weinewisy _..W...... DB Pemberton Beal King Farmer 
ye) Jackum Carrington Farmer King 
Rema ee Pembertm Beal King Greswell 
eunmcctsnetseal Jackwm Carrington Farmer Church 





The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week 





March +. Trotiore, at the Mart, at 2:—8, Hertford-street, Park-lane, W. 
Stables: An 
an important frontage of about 36ft.; held for aterm of 27 years from September 
last at a low rent; possession on completion. Solicitors, Messrs. Waterhouse & o,, 
London.—Kensington : Capital Investm znts arising from Four Leasehold Houses ing 

residential district with easy access to all parts of the metropolis ; held for terms 
ving about 70 years unexpired; ground-rent £83 10s.; Jet at £390 per annum, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Nicholl, Manisty, & Co., London. (See advertisement, March 7, 


. 5) 
March 25.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovusrre.p, at the Mart, at 2:—£8,755 a year: Freehold 
Ground-rents, in the City of Westminster. Solicitors, Messrs. Coburn & Co., London, 
(See advertisement, March 7, p. 5.) 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions, Lire Poricres, Srocks, SHARES, AND DEBENTURES. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrieip held their usual Fortnightly Sale, No. 735, of the 
above Interests at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the majority of the Lots offered 
were Sold; the total realized being upwards of £19,700. 

REVERSION to Three-tenths of One-fourth of Bognor 
Freeholds, producing £550 per annum ; three lives ... Sold £175 0 0 
LIFE POLICIES: y ; 
For £20,000 (fully paid) in Scottish Widows’; life 51; 
bonuses, £2,570 4s. 8d. ee a 
For £800 (fully paid) in Commercial Union; life 52; 
bonuses, £50 6s. a idle - on van 
STOCK, SHARES, and DEBENTURES in Wandsworth and 
Pu Gas Light and Coke Co., Atkinson Bros., 
Royal Agricultural Hall Co., Harrow and Stanmore 
Gas Co., Worthington & Co., Thos. Salt & Co., C. 
Arthur Pearson, Lee Bridge Gas Co., Ilford Gas Co., 
Aldershot Gas and Water Co., Young & Martin, 
Booth’s Distillery... ee ooo ooo vee eve ” 


Pa 14,100 0 0 
” 400 0 0 


5,103 12 6 








. 7 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette—Fripay, March 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep tn CHANCERY. 

Coompr AND Danescompe Arsenic Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May?2, 
to send their names addresses, and the particuiars of their debts or claims, to Willi 
Leonard Bayley, 6, Queen st pl . 

Raout, Limurrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 9, directed to be heard March 24. 
Paddison & Co, 34 and 36, Goalie st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 23 

Scrap Metat Syyxpicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 11, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Harry 
Rimer, 70, Cornhill. Biden, Bucklersbury, solor for liquidator : 

Wit. Gises, Luarep—Petn for winding up, pr ted March 6, directed to be heard 
March 2 aller & Co, 75, Coleman st, solors for petaer Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 23 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitzp 1x CHANCERY. 


CosTINENTAL Trabina Association, Lomiteo—Creditors are required, on or before April 
20, to send their names and addresses, together with full particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick r Salaman, 1, Oxford ct, Cannon st 

Covrea & Sreex, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Henry Drum- 
mond, Victoria rd, Cockermouth. Hayton & Co, Cockermouth, solors for liquidator 

Damargatanp Copper Syspicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, 

in their names adi and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
j Edmund Pike, 2 and 3, West st, Finsbury circus 

New Vawcouver Coat Minina ano Layp Co, Linirep —Creditors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send their names , and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to F. Tendron, 12, Old Jewry chmbra 

Pameuta Mixes, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Edgar Newton 
Bungey, 86, Ferme Park rd, Hornsey Bridge, Co; 1 av, solor for liquidator 

Perer Scnoexnovren Brewine Co, Liurep (1x quipatTion)—Creditors are required, 
on or befure April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particu: of their 
debts or claims, to J h Gurney Fowler, 3, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry Ashurst 
& Co, Throgmorton av, solors for liquidator ; 

8 Srewarr Gamece, Liuiten (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on o. before April 

30, to send their names esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Fred Woolley, 8, High st, Southampton 

Wooiwicn District Evecrarw Licur Co, Limirep (1x Liguipatrion)—Creditors are re- 

quired, on or before April 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

ir debts of claims, to John Arbuckle Findlay, Francis Edward Gripper, and John 

Cuthbert Wigham, Broad Sanctuary chmbrs, Westmi Whale, Cannon st, solor for 

liquidators 














Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day ov CLaim, 

London Gasette.—Fuivay, March 6. 
Dickixsox, Dixon, Aydon, Cort . Northumberland, Farmer April 6 Wolfe ¥ 
Dickinson, Buckley, J” Puher, Hexham ’ ; 
Oviver, Jous Srernes, Uplands Hall, Broughton, Lancaster April 6 Whiteside v Oliver, 
Registrar, Preston Thoveloy, reston : 
Tvuxsen, Tnouss, Grove rd, Bt. John’s Wood, retired Timber Merchant April) Richard- 
son v Turner, Joyce, J Guamlen, Gray's inn #q 





Match 24.—Mewes. Drvexnan, Towson, Vauure, & Baipoewaren, at the Mart, at 2, in 
Poarven Lita :—Deven I bold Town Kexids Two Shops, and a set of Stabling, 
with s thal rent-wAl A £1 470 per annum. Boricitors, Mewers, Lindust& Hortin and Mewnn, 

', Ale, & , Lemiom.—City Freehold: Cannom-strest, Nos. 96, 100, U2, 

at, the erner A Laurence Vouteney-hill A highly valuable Freetwid Property, 

a £915 per annum, with reveracm in BA years to the rack-rentals of the 
iuportant baildings sanding uym the site, or ww 4 4 now tanerately extl- | 
mate’ at £200) anumn. tiictor, Charles Wallis, Kay., Basingstoke. (See 


dveranseeatin, Mash > 5) 

Marche 24.—Mz. Joszrn Brower, at the Mart, at 2:~Spitalfiddde: Vrechold Come 

Site; fre mitnge atom Ws fost; atem near'y 410 fect, ‘Solicitors, 
&& Lomdon—-New K . * Freehold Corner 


Gite; arom 1040) lot iwluding the S Taniding 
; o ° AA baildi fromtage of feet, | 
qe Pd Peat pare rtona tihicttn, Herbert ¥. Odd Kay, Iemion,— | 
: Vour Cont Chtages. Wiis, Thin Jovem, Viney, and 
, 


Pomeniiry, & Viqhe, Limam. (tee shvertinenent, March 1, p. 5.) oe. 





ik 


Sroeks, Roexntr Revve, St Ma 


London Gazette,—Fuivay, March 13, * 


‘a, Twickenham April 22  Cullyer-Bristow Vv 
Governors of King's College Hospital, Farwell, J. Dods, Bedford row 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Laer Day ov Crain, 
London Gamitay—Vuivay, Feb, 27, 


Axev, Cuniwrornen, Halifax Aprill Longbotham & Bons, Halifax 
Agusan, Witam Atvuen, Blaenavon, Mon April 27 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 


Atrrkises, Henny, Penzance March 2 Woyer & Co, Manchester 
Bakes Tunas, Cocklake, Wedmore, Homerxet, Yeoman March 30 Smith & Burrough, 
mite, 


» and’ 
y choice Town Mansion, situated close to the Park, and having 
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Baker, Witt14M Tarseit, Maida Vale March 31 Upperton & _— 
dington April9 Walker & 


inn 
Bearer, SARAH Ann, Bradford March 27 Neill & Holland, Bradford 
Bocve, Rev Jouy, Croydon April 15 Stothart & Bannerman, London Wall 
Bowzes, Witt1amM, Ampthill, Beds March 14 Sharman & Tre 
BeawLEy, CHARLOTTE CATHERINE, Bournemouth March 31 Huntriss, Halifax 
. Fruiterer March 28 Prior, Colcheste: 
Brown, Marrna, Alcester, Warwick April 9 Burbidge & Howlett, Birmin — 
BUTTERWORTH, Euizasera Henry Fanny, Streatham April 9 James & James, Ely pl, 


Barxer, Epcar, Hyde Park st, Pad 
Gray’s 


Browy, Dante, Colchester 


Holborn cir 
Cave, Hannan, Liverpool March 28 Whitley & Co, Liv 
CHALLIS, THOMAS, Kirtling, Cambridge, Grocer March 18 


Cacort, JAMES, ‘Cotham, Bristol April 24 Bobbett Bros, Bristol 
CLIPPERTON, Jon Russei., Upper Norwood April 9 Sheffield & Co, St Swithin’s ln 
Coxon, Witt1AmM Dawson, "West Hartlepool, Timber Merchant April 30 Turnbull & 


Tilly, West Hartlepool 
Datrry, Grorer, Bristol April1 Sinnott, Bristol 


Davies, CHARLES, Woburn pl March 26 Guedalla & Cross, Old Broad st 
Dawsoy, WitL1AM Tuomas, Deptford April7 Tunbridge di 
Dext, THomas WILKINSoN Joun, Ravensworth, Westmor! 


Quekett, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Dixon, Tuomas Parkinson, Fulham March 27 Reed & Bloomer Gt Grimsby 
East, ‘Gzorce, Thornton Heath April 14 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s In 


Epwagps, GrorcE, Tredegar, Licensed Victualler April 14 
ay1 Wade & Co, Brad ord | 


ishguard, Pembroke April3 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 
Frevpine, Grorce Henry, Finchley, Butcher April7 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 
Forester, Ropert Hanpixe, Brigh' ton, Solicitor March 26 Indermaur & Brown, 


Evricu, Cart Ricuarp, Bradford, Stuff Merchant 
Farrow, WILLIAM, 


Chancery lu 
Ressn, Sane AH, Blackpool April 8 Ascroft, Blackpool 


Fosrer, WiLt1AM Hampson, St Helen's, Lancs March 10 Barrow & Cook, St Helen’s 
France, WILLIAM, Huddersfield, Plush Cutter March 28 Armitage & C 0, Huddersfield 


Frayke, OscaAR ALEXANDER Hvuco, Ruabon, Denbigh 
Wrexham 

Grover, Amu, Edenbridge, Farmer 

Goopmax, Joun, Northam 

Govtper, Samvuet, Wood 
Loddon, Norfolk 


Granam, Harriet, Curzon st, Mayfair April 4 Caprons & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 
Haxnarorp, WitiiaM, Plymouth March 30 Tucker, Plymouth 

HeskeTH, Lov ISA, Kingston upon Thames April 4 Wilson & © ‘o, Preston 

Hoss, WILLIAM, "Amersham, Bucks, Farmer March 31 Charsley & Son, Beaconsfield, 


Bucks 


Hotaes, ALrrep, Bingley, Yorks, Common Brewer March 31 Weatherhead & Knowles, 


Bingley 


Hvupsoy, Francis, Haxby, Yorks April 4 Pearson & Russell, Malton, Yorks 
Jouxsox, Emity, Russell sq March 31 Haines, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Jouxston, Francis, Liverpool, Merchant April1 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Joxgs, WitttaM Oxiver, Tregunter rd March 27 Jones, Gt Russell st, 


Laverocrp, Nirts CnristiAn Mapsen, Manchester, Cattle Merchant March 25 Shippey 
& Jordan, Manchester 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avpriper, Frank Ernest, pe, Baker Reading Pet 
March 10 Ord March 1 
Bagser, Joskrn Henry, Faversham, Gunsmith Canterbury 
‘March 11 Ord March 1 
Banyetr, Witiiam, Tunbri Wells Grocer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Feb 27 Ord March 11 
Bettersy, Taomas,South ng 1 Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 
et March 10 ‘Ord March 1 
Br on CHaries, Bucklersbury, Builder High Cowt 


Pet March 1 h 11 

Brier, Rage Shipdham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Feb Ord March 

— A. Ru oo , Farmer Canter- 

Pet March 9 Ord’March 9 

C.arrox, Taomas Wi.tiam, Stocktonon Tees, Cab Pro- 
prietor Stockton on Tees Pet March 9 Ord March9 

Davies, WittiAM Evan, Burslem, Staffs, Furniture Dealer 
Hanley Pet March'10 Ord March 10 

Davis, Samurn Wesiry, Wollaston, Worcester, ee 
Keeper Stourbridge Pet Oct 27 Ord Feb 18 

bs Bospart, Maurice, Hay hill, Berkeley sq High Court 
Pet Feb 19 Ord March 9 

East, Grorar, Broughton, - men Baker Peterborough 
Pet March 9 Ord March 

Buus, Wii.iaM, Dewsbir, Fruit Merchant Dewsbury 
Pet Feb 26 Ord March 

Fiercuer, Jou ead —_— Clough, nr pastes, 
Innkeeper Stockport Pet March 9 Ord Mare 

Gucuntst, Joun Hinvrev, Howden, Yorks, Publican 
Kingston upon Hull Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Giaxviyyinc, Joun, Allendale, Northumberland, Farmer 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Goovy, Cuartes, Roydon, ee Farmer Ipswich Pet 
March 10 Ord March 1 

Hiuiar, Eowarp ahs Birchington on Sea, Kent, 
Licensed Victualler Canterbury Pet March 10 Ord 
March 10 

Hoare, Henry Bedford, , Insurance Agent Bedford Pet 
Feb17 Ord March 

Hoorer, Tuomas, Waball, Grocer Walsall Pet March 10 
Ord March 10 

Hovsprrn, Henry, Gateshoad, Builder Neweastle on Tyne 
Pet March 9 Ord March 

Howrureys, Ricuanp, Cwmpark, Treorchy, Glam, Collier 
Pontypridd Pet March 11 Ord March i 

Jos, Wintiam Caances, Billingham, Desbem, Brick- 
maker's Labourer Stockton on Teor Pet March 9 
Oni March 9 
xsox, Harny Swain, Leicester Leicester Pot March 
9 Onl March 9 . 
N8on, Wititam, South Hiendley, Yorks, 
Barnsley Pet March ® Ord March 9 

Joxns, Davin W, Cao'rgwiaw, Gwalohmai, Anglesoy, 

ner Bangor Pot Feb 23 Onl March lo 

4orms, Herngne Sr Cram, London Bridge, Provision 

Broker High Court Pot March 10 Ord March 10 
Davip, Watford, Coal Merchant St Albans Pet 

March 9 Ord March 9 


Farmer 


tch 
jand March 31 


April 17 Pearless & Sons, East Grinstead 
ton March 25 Darnell & Price, Northampton 
twick, Norfolk, Farmer March 31 Copeman & Gadge, 











Brighton 
, Theobald’s rd, | Ley, Jous Carrer, 


Liyroor, Mary, York A 
, Ampthill 
House, Old B: 
Winchester st 
1 

ndall & Sons, Newmarket akefiel 

Nicuotss, Ricnarp, Kings 


ps, JANE, Mitcham 


Puiu. 





Surman & 


Shepherd, Tred Rosr, Joseru, Inga’ 


head, Berwick upon 


Wuitaker, Josepa, 
Halifax 


Birmingham 


loomsbury sq 











Kixe & Wirkins, Fulham, Builders High. Court Pet 
Jan6 Ord March 11 

Lerse, Ernest Jouy, 
Builder Madeley P 

Luioyp, Grorar Henry, Mountain Ash, Glam, Monumental 
Sculptor Aberdare Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

McCautry, James, a Tobacconist Catlisle Pet 
March 9 Ord Mare! 


McPartuy, Mic oo ‘Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet 
March7 Ord March 11 z 

Micnaet, Isaac Raymonp, Holles st, Cavendish sq High 
Court Pet Jan 23 Ord March 11 

Mvrtox, Tuomas, > Sa Inventor 
Feb 20 Ord Mare 


Auctioneer Ipswich Pet March 10 Ord March 1 
Ox.proyp, Fraycis Hersert, Ty Tailor's aes 
Bradford Pet Feb 24 Ord Mare! 
Packuam, Lronarp, Cotham Park, Bristol, Draper Bristol 
Pet 11 Ord March 11 
Prstrrrietp, Epwrx, Featherstone, Yorks, Labourer 
Wakefield Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Porruestone, Cuartes Eowarp, Tottenham, 
Edmonton Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Preston, Wituam Josera, Derby. Grocer Derby Pet 
March 9 Ord 9 


Roventon, a, Wisbech St Peter, Builder King's | 
Lynn Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Se.iens, — Coventry, Seedsman 
March 1 


0 Ord March 10 4 
Sowrrsy, Joun Grorax, Bayswater High Court Pet 
Marc! Ord Mareh 11 
Srorrer, Cuarces, Enfield, Brick Manufacturer Edmonton | 


March 10’ Ord March 10 


Brighton Pet | 

Newson, Grorce — North Lopham, yy | oe a ee Ipswich 

| Hoppisorr, Bexsamrx, Cardiff March 24 at 12 Off Ree, 
st, 


, Schoolmaster | 
| He "On Beran Hewry, 


Coventry Pet | 
| 


| Lamp, Tuomas March 31 Eardley & Co, Charles st, 8t James 
Cricklewood, Cabinet Salesman March 31 


gate st 
Sener. Joun, Birkdale A; 


Moores, JonaTuay, Gorton, Lanes April 
Netison, DANIEL ARTHtr, Wentbridge H House, nr Pontefract 


Nesnam, Hannan, Bournemouth April 11 Oliver, Gracechurch st 
Newton, Epwarp Horuam, Fulford Park, Yorks April 18 Cowlit 
bridge, Devon Mareh 14 


Oakerry, James, Derby March 25 Whiston & Son, ¥ 


Puitpor, *"Epwarp C AMPBELL, March 
Prescott, Louisa, Surbiton April 5. Crowder, Bi: 
Repmayye, Rosert, Bowness on Wi Manchester 

Ruopes, conan, Littleborough, nr Manchester, Coal Merchant April 4 Holland, 


Roe! 
Roseets, WitttaM, Llanddulas, Denbigh, Builder March 27 Lewis, Rhyl 
testone, Farm Bailiff March 6 


Essex, 
Ror, Avavstus DANIEL Vanbrugh park, Blackheath, © 
| Whitehouse & Co, Old Jewry 
| Sanrorp, Percivat, Hove, Sussex A) 
| Scno.riecp, Rev Caartes Ricwarp, West 
Suaw, Any, Rochdale March2 Hol 
S.eicut, Mary, Hampsthwaite, Yorks 14 Peach & Titley, Harrogate 
Sowersu _ ISABELLA, Ashton upon Ribble, Preston, Lancs April30 Clarke & Co, 


Prest 
c / ‘9, | STEVENS, Som, Friern Barnet, Rug Dealer March 
ee Aes & OC, | Swivsurve, Emiry — Exizapetu, Exmouth May1 Royds & Rawstorne, Suffolk 


pl, Pall Mall 
Tarr, Water, Loanend, Norham, Northumberland March 21 Sanderson & Weather- 


March 20 Whi 
Journalist April1 Chalinider & H 
March 


ngor 
Wise, Rosert, Norton, Yorks April 
Woopp, Rosert Bat.arp, Hampstead April8 Ellis & Co, st 
Woopueap, Taomas, Southport March 31 Collins & Co, Liverpoo! 


| 


2, 


7_ Eaton, Manchester 
25 Dent & Scruton, York 


Macrxtosa, eneetey Jvxi1a, Brompton sq March 31 Clements & Co, Gresham 
MawsFieLp, ALFRED, Salisbury sq, Fleet st March 31 Edmunds & Rutherford, Great 


4 Richards & Hurst, Denton, nr Manchester 
"March 31 Claude & Co, 


& Swift, York 
, Kings ., Devon 


Le Hills & Halsey, in’s inn 
” 31- Moric & Co, Old Broad xt 


April 11 Doyle, 
& Chelmsford 
Gepp & Sons, 


i6 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st 


26 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 


Tweed 
Tyzack, Saran Spence, Cheltenham March6 Green, Sunderland 
| Vavenax, Waren, Kirby Muxloe, Leicester 
Watsu, Mavnice, Hastings, 


Wentze.t, Anprew Gorriies, South Hackney 3 
ood, nr Huddersfield, Farmer April 1 Longbotham & Sons, 


Wuireneap, Atsert Witt1AM, Birmingham, Surgeon Dentist April 24 Snow & Atkins, 


, Nuneaton 
— ser New Broad st 


Wuirttaker, Jou, Clent, Worcester April 25 Well & Surges, Ghomstatioe 
Wi.uiams, Perer, Beaumaris, Anglesey, Livery Stable Proprietor 2 Jones, 


April 4 Pearson & Co, Malton, York 


Daex, Percy, Pensarn, Carmarthen Qeunaieston Agent 
March 24 at 12 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
bE Bospari, Maurice, Hayhill, Berkeley sq March 2 at ll 


y st 
MUND, Ghose. ar Brandis Corner, 
March 


DEMERELi, 
Farmer 24 at 12.30 Messrs Sanders & Son, 


Wati2.30 4, Corn sj, 

Evays, Wiii1am Buesxertt, Ludlow, Salop, Painter March 
Wati2s0 4, sq, Leominster 

Fraykus, Wittiam Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull March 


Qiatll Of vt in, Hull 
_~ lon Worfll folk, Parmer March 31 at 


117, St 
Hovexixs, Harry Josera Jorpax, Bedford March 25 at 


3.30 The Crown 


2.30 Off Ree, 8, K 


| Hottoway, Grorer, —- Thames, Confectioner 
Howaarp, et at 1130 2k) i nay Merchant "March 
at 1 jer Mare 


30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Heme, Witiax eonemen Olverston, Gls 
March 24at3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary 


| James, Wittram CHaries, ick- 
la I April 1 at 3 O@ Reo, & Albert ni, 
ca Harry Swary, Leicester March 23 at3 Off Ree, 
a, Lai 
Jowns, Anet, A March 33 at 2.90 
chmbrs, 


atll Ban! 


et Chester 
Tuomas, a Tumble —. Cosmastien, Gtey } Joxrs, Hoxace, Balt ct, Flest st, Paper Merchant March 
Fireman Carmarthen Pet March 11 Oni March 1 ey} kruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Warenrs, he AULRX = Dover, Builders? Merchant 
Canterbury Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Wi.ttams, Epwarp, Abergargoed, Mon, Collier Tredegar | 
Pet March 10 Ord Marehll 

Witovensy, Joun Davin, Greenwich, Board Sohool 
Teacher Greenwich Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Worsrrer, Wittiam, Southwold, Hotel Proprietor Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb 20 Ont Mareh 10 

Yromay, Frank, Bowes Park, Commereial Clerk Edmonton | 
Pet March 9° Ord Maroh 9 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 1 


Evans, Atnert James, Newport, Mon, Tailor Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb4 Ord March d 


FIRST MERTINGS. 


Bawnnisrer, Mary Jane, Linthorpe, nr Middl sbrongh, | 
Furniture > Marh 24 at 11 Off Reo, 8 Albert 
rd, Middlesbrov 

Bannerr, Jars 

March 81 at 11,90 Off Roo, Greaves st, Old 
Bray, Joun Joxarnay, Kington “on _ March 24 at 
1.30 Of Reo Trinity house ln, H 


Spwarp, Lees, nr Oldham, Raikter | 
ham 





i 


| Lyxy, py 


Jones, Sone, - 4g ree Glam, Labourer 
March 24 at erthyr 
Jones, Twomas Paver, Feceere Denker March 


—— Of Ree, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 
Groner Vaventixe, Cromer 
a "Of Bee, st. Norwioh si 
rsa, ana, napam. Line, Tenb keeper March 
2 at 12.15 Off Reo, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Krrewex “Joes Leacn, Leeds, Bricklayer’s Poreman 
March 98 at 11.90 Oif Reo, 23, Park row, Leeds 
ye Marh Bat li OF 


Tobacconist March 33 at 


Fisher st, 
Moaats, Owex Rrowarn, € Angheeey, Grover and 
a March 25 at 10 Crypt chmbrs, Bast- 
men a QGrorak bt cee North Lopham, Norfolk, 
aL ag ayy 
Ross, Jawes Wrutran, 0 ed Hauler 
Qi at 12 Of Reo, ei 


22, Park row, Leeds 
a James, 
« 


Savery A 


Bouvier, Coanies Buck lerabury Daikier Marh M at 122 Surrnvrst moun, os Ray Mark Bath 
Ran! ) & 


Ch R.. TH fr iw ak Stockton on Toes Aprillat 3  Swrex 
« be ‘ J 
© | March 


Mf Reo, 8 Albert nt, Middlesbrough 





rey chmton Reston Market Gantener 
3 at 12 Of Reo, at, Northampton 


31 Milner & Bickford, Moor- 


April 2 


26 Cato, Lincolns inn Fields 
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Caste Henay Hear, Hyde, Cheshire, Grocer March 
2% at 2.30 Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 
Warpex, Tuomas, Leicester, Builder March 23at12 Off 
Rec, Berridge st, Manchester 
bee ~ — Isaac, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier March 23 at3 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


ADJUDICATiONS. 


AtpupcE, Frank Ervest, Reading, Baker Reading Pet 
March 10 Ord March 10 

ALLEN, Frepenick Jesse. Clevedon, Somerset, House Agent 
Bristol Pet Feb 26 Ord March 6 

Barser, Josern Henry, Faversham, Guasmith Canterbury 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Betrersy, Tuomas, Moorthorpe, South Kirkby, Yorks, 
Grocer Wakefield Pet March 10 Ord March 19 

Butiee, Witiam, Shipdham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet March 11 ‘Ord March 11 


Cuapmas, Cuartes Reurrix, Canterbury, Farmer Canter- 


bary Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Ciravrox, THomas Wiitram, Stockton on Tees, Curb 
Proprietor Stockton on Tees Pet March 9 Orl 
March 9 


Davies, Wituiam Evax, Burslem, Staffs, Farniture D ale: 
Hanley Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
East, Grorce, Broughton, Hunts, Baker Pet 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Evans, Ateert James, Newport, Mon, Tailor 
Mon Pet Feb4 Ord March 11 

Firreser, Jonux Herpert, Barmoor Clough, nr Buxton 
Derby, Innkeeper Stockport Pet March 9 Ord 
March 9 

Fevesx, Cuaries, Warnham, Sussex, Speculator Brighton 
Pet Dec23 Ord March 9 

Giteurist, Jous Hirrprep, Howden, Yorks, Publican 
Kingston on Hall Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Ipswich Pet 


srborouzh 


Newport, 


Goopvy, Caarces, Roydon, Norfolk, Farmer 
March 10 Ori March 10 


Hittiar, Eowarp Hewry, Birchington on Sea, Kent 





Licensel Victualler Cants bury Pet March 10 Ord 
March 10 

Hoverer, Taonusas, Walsall, yer Walsall Pet March 10 
Ord March 10 

Hevserru, Hesey, Gateshead, Builder Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Heseurers, Ricuarp, Cwmpark, Treorchy, Glam, Collier 
Pontypridd Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

James, Wittram Caarces, Billingham, Durham, Brick- 
maker's Labourer Stocktonon Tees Pet March9 Ord 
March 9 

Jouxsos, Harzy Swais, Leicester Leicester Pet March 
Ord March 9 

Jonssos, Wittiau, South Hiendley, Yorks, Farmer 
Barnsley Pe t March 9 Ord March 9 

Joxes, Hreerer Sr Cr D ake st, London Bridge, Pr 





visim Broker Hich Ci , Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
James Beows, Faversham, Watchmaker Canterb ir 
Pet Feb 17 Oni Mare nT 7 


Law, 


Luorp, Georce He , Mountain Ash, Glam, Monumental 
Sealptor Abe ~ Pet March9 Ord March 9 

McCactey, James, Carlile, jhaccomst Carlisle Pet 
March9 Ord March 9 


Pesteerizcp, Ex Featherstone, Yorks, Labourer 
Wakefield Pe 4 March 11 Ord March 11 

Pustzxae, Morris, Cannon st ri High Court 
Ord March9 

Perstos, Wiitiam Josern, 
March 9 Ord March 9 

Rice. Eexesr, Staple hill, nr Bristol, 
Mareh% Ord March 11 

Rice. Rowe Mary, Staple hill, nr 
Pet March 3 Ord March 11 

Rose. Jous Wittiam, Brixton Prison, Solicitor 
Court Pt Feb6 Ord March 9 

Becutos, Rueret, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Build 





Pet Feb ¢ 
Derby, Grocer Derby Pet 
Builder Bristol Pet 
sristol, Draper Bristol 


High 





King’s Lenn Pet March 11 Ori March 11 
Seicess, Maerua, Coventry, Seciesman Coventry | 
March 10 Ord March 10 






Sart, Cuscies, & 
Keeper Pirmin 


«y. Birmingham, Refreshment houw 
gham Pet March3 Ord March # 





Sewseer, Jowxs Groner, Bayswater High Court Pet 
March iil Ord March 11 

Sree, Cuaccex, Eafield, Brick Manufacturer E-lmonton 
Pe March 16 Ord Murch 10 


Tuonuss, Jous, Tumble Lianon, Carmarthen, Colliery Fire- 
man Carmarthen Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Tasceserceort.Cuseces Vavor«e, Bishops Stortford, Hert« 

Siiietee Hertfor! Pet Jan 71 Ori March7 
Watres, Groner Avexacpre, Dover, Builder's Merch int 
Canterbury Pet Mareh 10 Ord March 10 
Wittens, Bowsnn, Abertargoel, Mon, Collier Trelegir 
Pt Mark 6) Oni March 11 
Wrstwoner.Jous Ds Greenwich, Board Schr Teach 
Greenwich Pe Mare 49 Ord Mare ho 
Voerrass, Yeas, Bowes Park, Commercial Clerk 
Pet Marh®9 Onl March 9 


Assendiel tutice wabetiteited om that published in the 
London Gazette fl Mareh 4 a: 
Bawesre, Casetea Aterer, North Shidd«, Draper New- 
cattle mTyne P42 PhG Ord Fe BD 
ADICUICATION ANNULLED AND EPCEIVING 


EAmonton 








ORDER KESCINDED. 


Me Keane wenn? , Billiter «; tidgs, Vench arch * 
Comore on Ort Mav 4, Len AA Wl Nov 
at Anral Marck 11, 1a 


Leadon Geet, —T 


High | 
12 New 


gamat, March 17 


* s 
PARKER, 


HeApiaM, 
Hovey, Epwix, 
Hvtcurssoy, 
JONES, 
Joxes, Wit 
Kasovsky, M M, Brick In, Spitalfield:, Tobacconist 
Kyicur, 


Layros, Feeperick Exxest, Windsor, Solicitor Eastbourne 
Pet Feb 20 Ord March 12 
Le ticuarp Barker, Bridford, Fish Salesmin Brad- 





TIN, Freprricx, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Coal! 
Merchant Aylesbury Pet Feb 23 Ord March 13 
Meerz, Agcuipatp Coxrav, Newport, Mon, Commercial 


Miraam, Georus Brooks, 
Moet Wi 
Mesto., 


Peaay, Jaues 
Puitiies, Rosert Eowaxp, Cardiff, Painter 


ScHack 








Pet March 14 Ord March 14 
KE Jous Kiwe, Kingstm upon Hull, Hairdresser 
Kingston upon Hull Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Surra, Cauzistorare, Gorton, nr Manchester, Professional 
Musician Manchester Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Sratcagseass, Jowaruas, Hoddesden, Herts, Butcher 
Her ford P March 13 Ord March 15 
Staspiper, Ju Evwakp, Bradforl, Fishmonger Brad - 
ford Ps Mare hiz Ord March 12 
oBI NE exey Hexseet, Lowestoft, Painter Gt Yuar- 
March 14 Ord March 14 
usenas Tuomas, Barrow on Soar, Leicester, 
Joiner c= “cester Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Tuomas, Acezer Witiram, Kaglan, Mon, Farm Builitf 
Hereford Pet t March 14 Ord March 13 


Taomas, Wi 
Pet Marx h % 





Woon AM, 'B> 


Yr 





Buckxertpez, Ricuarp Smira, Manchester sq, Builder 
High Court Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Burcuer, James, Toppesfield, Essex, Grocer Colchester 
Pet March 13° Ord March 13 

Carr, Watton, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

CockriILL, WILLIAM GREENWOOD, + Tomes Painter Pres- 
ton Pet March 13 Ord March 

‘ore, Witiiam, Whitby, vo Baker Stockton on Tees 

Pet March 11 Ord March 1 

Dowyuam, Hersert Josera, Chrishall, Essex, Farm Bailiff 
Cambridge Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Eastwoop, James Artuur, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Extisoy, THomas Rosert, Bengeworth, Evesham, P. as 
Merchant Worcester Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Evans, Tuomas Jovan, Lampeter, Cardigan, Livery S: Able 
Keeper Carmarthen Pet March13 Ord March 14 

Fiere te r, Hiram Ricuarp, Nottingham, Common Brewer 
Nottingham Pet March 14 On i March 14 

Gray, James, Knz’s Lynn, Baker King’s Lynn Pet 
March 3 Ord March 12 

Gary, Henry Roveet, Osborne ter, Clapham rd High 
Court Pet Jan7 Ord March 13 

Guyros, James AR Tuur, Earsham, 
Ipswich Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Harsas, Water, Coventry, Coal Merchant 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Harpovr, 8, Brixton High Court Pet Jan 2 
13 

Atrazp, Whitby, Yorks, Grocer 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Bolton, Plumber Bolton Pet March 14 


High Court Pet Dec 


Mesto, Farmer 
Coventry 
Ord March 


Scockton on 
Tees 


Ord March lt 
W H, Leadenhall st 
20 Ord March 13 
Harry, Gray’s inn rd, Cycle Agent High Court 
Pet Feb 25 Ord March 13 
iam Georece, Birmingham, Hatter Birming- 
ham Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

High 

Pet Febit Ocd March 13 

Aterep, L> caster, Cabinet Maker 
Mareh 12 Ord March 12 


Court 
Le'cester Pet 


Pet March 14 Ord March 14 





Traveller Ne 2wport, Mon Pet Marchi Ord March 13 
Taoraley, Durham, Innkeepe- 
Ord March 12 
iLuiaM Georce, Bangor, Bottling 
Saou Bangor Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Mary Axy, Boston, Lines, General Dealer Boston 
Pet March 13. Ord March 13 
Jaman, Esrner, Cross Keys, Mon, 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Witwiam Witsos, Croydon, Livery 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 


Dar ham Pet March 12 


Stores 


Draper Newyort, Mon 
Sable 
Keeper Croydon 
Cadiff Pet 
Ord March 11 

Avateert Jvuciws Frirz, Manchester, 
Mauchester Pet March 13 Ord March 1% 

, Cuseres, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton 


March 11 
S MMER, 


Merchant 


Scot 





am, Coventry, Woollen Draper Coventry 
__ Ord Mare ‘h 1% 
, Dartford High Court Pet Feb 20 
eninbem, China Dealer Birming- 
Ord March 12 
Purtiseorn, Bletchingley, 
Pet v7 arch 11 Ord March 11 
waep Antucn, Abergavenny, Cabinet Maker 
Pet Feb6 Ord March 1% 


Surrey 





Tredegar 


Borrerworta, Hannaw Maria, Burnley, Grocer March 
25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Criark, Georae, Bath, Painter March 26 at3 Off Reo, %, 
Baldwin st, "Bristol 

Corkitt, THomas Epwarp, Lancaster, Baker 
1l Of Rec, 14, Chapel s:, Preston 

Davies, Davin Cynwyp, West Hartlepool, Estate Agent 
March 2%at3 Of Ree, 25, John st, Preston 

Dorrincton, CHARLES Ww ALTERS, Burnley, Shop Fitter 
March 25 at 11.45 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Eastwoop, James ArTuur, Bradford, Solicitor March % 
at 3.20. Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Ex.ts, WILitam, Dewsbury, Fruit Merchant March 25 at 
11 Off Ree, Bank chbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

Ei.isox, Tuomas Rosert, Bengeworth, Evesham, Job 
Master March 26 at 10.45 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Fretcaer, Joan Herpert, Barmoor Clou: ugh, ur Buxton, 
Derby, Innkeeper March 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, County 
chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Geearorex, WiLi1AM Tuomas, Ilford, Coach Builder March 
26 at 12 95, Temple chmbra, Temple av 

Gaiaas, Jouy, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler 
Of Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Harsas, WATER, Coventry, Coal Merchant 
12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Hosxowirz, Rusix, Hoxton st, Draper 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hutt, James, Karls ‘Croome, Worcester Innkeeper 
25 at 11.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Humrureys, Wittiam Corse TT, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, 
Coal Merchant March 25 at 11 174, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

James, Tuomas ARrTuuUR, 
March 27 at 11.30 


March 25 at 


March 26 at 2 
March 25 at 
March 25 at2 


Murch 


Catford, Livery Stable Keepe 
24, Railway 2pP, London Bridge 


Jouxson, WILLIAM, South Hi2ndley, Yorks, Farmer 
March 25 at 10.45 Off Ree, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 
Joxes, Davip W, Gwalchmai, Anglese v, Farmer March 25 


at 12 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Jones, Herserr Str Guat, Duke st, London Bridge, Pro- 
vision Broker March 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
‘arey st 

Kx ira, R C, Granville pl, Portman sq, Lieutenant March 
27 at 12° Banka uptey bldgs, Carey st 

Kiet ur, ALrrep, Leicester, C; a Maker 
12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Layvron, Freperick "ERNEs T, Windsor, Solicitor March 3 
at 2 Off Ree, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Leese, Ernest Jouy, Wrockwardinewood, Salop, Builder 
April 1 at 12:30 © ounty Court Ottice, Madeley 

McPaetiix, Micuar., Wigan, Grocer March 25 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Miiwaty, Cuares, jun, Clapham, Credit Draper 
29 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Nieno.s, Artuur Wi.iiam, Spalding, Lines, Merchant 
March 25 at 12 The White Hart Hotel, Spalding 

OLbuoyp, Fxancis Herpsert, Bradford, Tailor’s Foreman 
March 27 at 3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Packnam, Leoxarp, Bristol, Dez aper March 25 at 3 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Panis, Feaxnk Howarp, Neath, Glam, Refreshment house 
Keeper March 26 at 11.40 ‘The Castle Hotel, Neath 

Pesrerrietp, Epwix, Featherstone, Yorks, Labourer 
March 26 at 11.30 Otf Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketield 

Puictirs, Rosert Epwakp, Cardiff, Painter and Decorator 
March 25 at 11 Of Rec, 117, St Mary st, Carditf 

PovyvLtetox, Fuaxcis Hesey, and Herserr Tuomas Porrie- 
voN, Walsall Wood, nr Walsall, Farmers March 26 at 
12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Preston, Wit.tiam Joseru, Derby, Grocer 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Raw ines, Joun, Cardiff, Fruiterer 
lec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Ricuarps, Josern, Stapleford, Notts, Grocer’s Manager 
March 25 at 3 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Scugu, Freperscx Lovis, Scotforth, nr Lancaster, Butcher 
March 25 at 10.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Se_vcens, Marrua, Kenilworth, Seedsman March 25 at 1 
Off Ifec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Simpson, Wacrer, Liverpool, Photographe 
280 Off Ree, "35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Sarru, Cuanves, 'Saltley, Birmingham, Refreshment house 
Keeper March 26 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birming- 
ham 

Sairu, Cukisroruen, Gorton, 
Musician March 25 at 3 
chester 

S weney, Joun Groncr, Bayswater March 25 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Sraxpipoe, Joux Eowanp, Bradford, Fishmonger March 
2at3 Off Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Servos, Puiweuas Tuomas, Barrow on Soar, 
Journeyman Joiner March 25 at 6 Of Roc, 


March 25 at 


March 





March 25 at 


March 26 at 11 Off 


March 25 at 


nr Manchester, Professiona! 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


Leicester, 
1, Berridge 





Amemlel notice « 
L mdon Gazette of March 13: 


ibstitutel for that published in the 


| 

Las Geowse Hasnxy, Mountain Ash, Glam, Painter 
Aberdare Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
FIRST MEETINGS. | 

Aues, Joux Eowano, Chinley, Derby March 27 at 11 


Kee, County chinbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

son, lou, Gledhow, Leeda, Grocer March 25 at 11 Off 
, 22, Park row, Leeda 

Jone, Velkirk, nr Barnaley, Screener 
On ‘Me a, 7, Hoge mt #, Barnsley 


March 25 at | 
10.15 


tevroky, Fanoreicn, and Thomas Beovon p, Clayton bag 


ne re Adersti id, Hearth Rag Manufacturers March 2 


atili15 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barneley 








VESKIVING OF DEES | Bew.eney, Twas, Moorthor , South Kirkby. Yorks 
SEES TIS COROMNS. Groce March Bat 1h Off Hee, 6, Bond ter, Waketiold 
Aametsan, Ton, Gethow, Leeda, Greer Leola Pet jeavrons, Pomner Witttan, Newton Abbot, Devon April 
one . Oh — 12 conte Se a Pat iow Off Kee, o, Belford vire a4, Exister 
pars sues, Wahler, Ls , Bailde feta Pe | Beockteuvnas Guosos, the fliell, Cilaen Dealer March 2 
Markie Crh Marck % xt 12 OM Ihe, Viggiree In, Sheffield 
Dexeioe, Aztace Varwis, Olney, Backs, Gax Vitter | fie, wot, Mienany Burtn, Manchester a4, Builder 
Northampton Pet Marhi2 Ord March 12 Ma th 2% at V2 Vankruptecy bldgs, Carey at 
Rovere, dante Osman, Atertan, Merthyr TyAtl, Baller |) Bens Tuowss, Yrandon Colliery, Durham, Grocer 
Merthy: Trt Pe Ment 11 Ord Marck 11 i Mai . D “ as Pd Kec, B, John #t, Sunderland 
Ressvows, Koreeer Wess Mewtm AltréA, Devon | B tts igAhasn, Nortolk, | Farmer March 2% 
Kata Ve Marck 4 On. March 1% } ‘a 4 Om lee, ‘sf ing st, Morwich 


at, Leicester 
Layton, Jous Wiiistam, Morecambe, Phrenologist 
2%atw45 Off Ree, 4, Chapel ut. Preston 
Taouas, Jous, Tamble Li lanon, C — arthen, Colliery Fire- 


March 


man April latll Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Warten, Mourimen, Dartford March 26 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
WitKinsox, Joux, Dudley, Baker March 250t12 Off Kee, 


199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
WitKks, Gronoe Sruinoen, Hythe, Solicitor 
11.39 Off Rec, 68, Castle at, Canterbury 
Amented notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 17: 
tinsiwarom, Ricnanyo, Ambleffle, Westmorland, Boot 
Maker March 26 at 11.40 The Grosvenor Hotel, 
Stramongate, Kondal 


ADJUDICATIONS 


March 26 at 


Auurrace, Tom, Gledhow, weds, Grocer Leeds Tet 
March 12 Ord March 12 

Avkixnos, Janus, Rodley, Leeds, Builder Le vuln Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

ivnniven, Anrnun Kowin, Bucks, Gasfitter 


Olne 

Northampton Vet March 12 Ord’ March 12 

Bowen, Janes Onvoune, Aborfan, Merthyr Tydfil, Builder 
Me rthyr Tydfit Pet Marchiit Ord March it 

Baneos, Beaman, Beckenham, Houndabout 
Croydon Vet Keb 6 Ord March 12 


Proprietor 





City’ 


aia 


ie) 


= | 7222282 


4 
= 





6 at 12 


| 25 at 


Mirch 


ngham, 
A0N st, 


Kee “per 
ize 

y 

arch 25 


, Pro- 
bldgs, 


March 
25 at 
rch 25 
uilder 
3 19, 
farch 
‘hant 
man 
ank- 
Ouse 
th 
urer 
ator 


PLE~ 
at 
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sroueR, JAMES, Toppesfield, Essex, Grocer Colchester 
Beret March 13 Ord March 13 : 
Carr, WALTON, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer TI eicester 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 
Cuauiiss, PHILIP GEORGE, and Percy RayngamM Cu Auiss, 
Maidstone, Builders Maidstone Pet Feb 18 rd 
11 


SKRILL, WILLIAM GrREENWoop, Blackpool, Painter 

Cott eston Pet March 18 Ord March 13 

Corz, WILLIAM, Whitby, Yorks, Baker Stockton on Tees 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Cox, CuanLes Epwakrp, Ilkeston, Derby, Road Contractor 
Derby Pet Feb 26 Ord March 12 

DowxHAM, Herpert Josrern, Chishall, Essex, Farm 
Bailiff Cambridge Pet March13 Ord March 13 

Exuison, Toomas Ropert, Bengeworth, Evesham, Jobbing 
Master Worcester Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Ferevsox, Epmunp Parrick, Piccadilly High Court Pet 
Feb 17 Ord March 13 

Fiercuer, Hiram Ricnarp, Nottingham, Common Brewer 
Nottingham Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

GuexpinninG, Joun, Allendale, Northumberland, Farmer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March11 Ord March 11 

Gvyroxy, James Artuur, Earsham, Norfolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Hair, WALTER Samson, Fulham rd, Stock Broker High 
Court Pet Nov4 Ord Jan 28 

Hansax, Water, Coventry, Coal Merchant Coventry 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 


ABRIDGED PROSPECTUS 


SHEFFIELD CORPORATION 
£3 PER GENT. STOCK, 


Issuc of £950,000. 
Price of Issue, £92 10s. Od. per cent. 











The CorroraTion oF SuErrie.p give notice that they are 
prepared to receive applications for the above Stock. 

Interest payable f-yearly, on the ist March and Ist 
September. Interest will accrue from the date of payment 
of the money to the bankers. 

No sum less than £50 of Stock will be allotted, and any 
amount in excess of t sum must be a multiple of £10. 

Applications for Stock, accompanied by a ———— of £5 
per cent. on the nominal amount applied for, to be made to 
the Registrar, at his Office, Town Hall, Sheffield, or addressed 
to him, care of Messrs. Glyn, Mills, Currie, & Co., 67, Lom- 
bard-street, London, E.C. Payment of the balance of the 
amount of Stock allotted to be made within one calendar 
month from the date of such allotment. 

The Stock and Interest thereon will be charged on the 
Borough and District Rates, the powers for levying which 
are unlimited, and upon the revenues of the Corporation 
from their lands, undertakings, and other property for the 
time being, including the Tramways, Water, Electric Light 
and Power, and Markets undertakings. The rateable value 
of the City of Sheftield now stands at £1,610,932. 

The net Debt of the Corporation of Sheffield now stands 
at £6,984,875, against which the Corporation possess valuable 
lands, debts owing on mortgage by other public bodies, and 
also the Tramways, Water, Electric Light and Power, and 
Markets undertakings, which undertakings alone represent 
acapital value of £5,084,255. 

By “The Trustee Act, 1893,’ trustees may invest their 
trast funds in this Stock unless expressly forbidden by the 
net creating the trust to invest in Corporation 

8. 

Full prospectuses and forms of application may be 
obtained from the Registrar, Town Hall, Sheftield ; or from 
the Sheffield and Hallamshire Bank, Limited, Sheffield ; or 
their London Agents, Messrs. Glyn, Mills, Currie, & Co, 

W. FISHER TASKER, 
Registrar and City Treasurer. 

City Treasurer’s Offices, Town Hall, Sheftield, 

5th March, 1903. 


ENT: within 20 minutes of the City, 
iy adjacent the station, in a lovely and favourite 
district, close to golf ground.—-An exceptionally fine Build- 
ing Property, embracing about 46 acres of Freehold Land, 
tipeand suitable for building speculation ; gas, water, and 
main sewerage.—Apply to Baxren, Payne, & Lerrer, 69, 
King William-street, §.C., and Bromley, Kent. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £300 
and £350 per annum, amply secured upon. Two hand- 
some Blocks of Residential Flats of the rack-rental value of 
£1,650 and £1,700 per annum respectively.-For particulars 
to W. Burxe i. Tupns, Surveyor, 68-9, dhsoleen. E.C., 

37, Barbican, K.C. 


REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS of £300 
and £500 per annum, amply secured upon ‘Two newly- 
erected Buildings of very handsome elevation and of the 
teck-rental value of £1,000 and £2,500 per annum respec- 
tively; price 80 years’ purchase For further particulars 
y to W. Burwens Tonns, Surveyor, 68-9, Shoe-lane, 
EQ,, and 37, Barbican, E.C, 


’ r r by 

r REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS amounting 

to £1,085 per annum, in one collection, secured on 
Qty Warehouse Promises, closo to Aldersgato-xstroot 
Ration, let to responsible tenants, —For price and full par- 
Yewlars apply to Wy Buenent, 'Tunns, Surveyor, 08-0, Shoe- 
lane, B.C., and 87, Barbican, B.C 

7 . 
SUITES of OFFICES to be Let in a hand- 

some, nowly-orected Building near Holborn-oirous; 
one olovation and fitted with hydraulic masongor Lift; 
Noms suitable for board mootings. — For partioulans apply to 

















W. Bunsen Tunpa, Surveyor, 68-0, Shoe-lane, E.C., and 


H, Barbioan, B.C, 





MERRYWEATHERS'’ 


SYSTEM OF | 





WATER SUPPLY 
to ESTATES, &. 


Reports Prepared, 
Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed. 








Write for Pamphiet. 


FIRE PROTECTION 


©n up-to-date Principles. 


ELECTRIC LIGHTING on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 
MERRYWEATHERS, 














W .C. 





68, LONG ACRE, LONDON, 














\{R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues = PARENTS (English or Foreign) 

I to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and _/ or Guardians are offered a Reaned English — 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. | With Education under qualified wpe agp Mane 

—Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 93, | tiser’s daughter, for Girl, or Boy Girl ; every comfort 

Chancery Lane, W. and motherly care: select, healthy suburb.—E.ieesuin, 
i : 55, Buckleigh-read, Streatham Common, London, 8.W. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING.— For prompt 
payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the tollowing 








AW.— Young Solicitor (Honoursman) 
Desires Managing or other Clerkship; good Convey- 
ancer and experienced in Magisterial Law.—Apply, Box 





471, “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. writing charges :— 4 
S. be 
eas 9 a , . Abstracts Copied én es O 8 per sheet. 
AW.—Solicitor (24th year), admitted in a. 2 3 per 20 folio, 


1902, Desires Conveyancing or Managing Clerkship in 
country ; salary by arrangement.—Apply, H. 3B. L., care of 
Messrs. Geare & Mathew, Solicitors, Exeter. 


“ 


Deeds Round Hand... « © 2 per folio. 

Deeds Abstracted = .. 2 © per sheet. 

Full Copies ae wwe »» 0 2 per folio. 
‘ = om PAPER.—Foolseap, 1d. per sheet; Draft, jd. ditto; 
Seana TOR, B.A. Oxon., admitted 1897, | Parchment, Is. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. : 

requires Conveyancing Clerkship, with plenty of work. KERR & LANHAM, 1, Chichester-rents, Chancery- 

9 years with well-known City firm, £200, or thereabouts. — lane, W.C. 
G., care of R. J. Wigram & Co., Finsbury House, E.C. "IYO PARENTS.—A firm of Mechanical 
W ANTED, by a Firm of City Solicitors, an came tee* Seg Se OF gen 














Admitted Solicitor of a few years’ standing as Con- 
veyancing Clerk, one having experience of Banking Law . ~, TIS ONREE ert 
preferred ; salary commencing at £250.—Address, W. & Co., Wa COMPAN IES. : An Enginee T, 
care of Messrs. W. Dawson & Sons, 121, Cannon-street, B.C. with several years’ experience in managing a very 

exec successful Lage ene, is an ae | to qualify 
y SY TT Ww v be = | for a Position on the Board of a Company where expert 
ro Bg ege Css. ORLY. nam Clerk, a | knowledge would be useful.—Address, Exresr, care of 
s) ec, Wo dertake Preparation ¢ ay dé. Wa @ ors, 5, ‘ nlas-lane, EC. 
Abstracts, Wills, Probate and Death Duty Accounts, &c. ; W, Vichaens, 5, Salat ._ 
strictly private and confidential. — Write E. B., care of | fFFVYYPEWRITING and DUPLICATING in 
Housekeeper, 63-4, Chancery-lane, W.C, | i) allt naam tely and promptly executed.—Mr: 
| Doxa Lpsoy, 2, Old Queen-street, Westminster. 











r}XO MANAGING CLERKS and Others. — 





Professional Gentleman would be glad to hear from | OLICITORS, Mortgagees, Trustees, and 
those able to intluence business; utmost secrecy observed, Ne) Owners generally of Freehold or Leaschohd Properties 
Secure, care of Street's, 30, Cornhill, B.C, for Sale in Town or Country can find an immediate per 
ae 559 z chaser by sending full particulars to Rerienp, 4, Pyrland- 
WING to the publicity which has recently read, Doin, E. Condition as to repair bamaterial. 
been given to the Londgn and Globe Finance Corpora- | Being actual purchaser, no commission required, 








tion, and in response to inquiries, the LIVERPOOL and ~ —— 

LONDON and GLOBE INSURANCE COMPANY wish to ‘OUR PER CENT. clear from Freehold 
repeat what they stated in January, 1901, that they have Ground-rents, seven times secured ; any amount from 
NOT, nor ever have had, ANY CONNEXION with or | £93 to £800 per annum ; established estate in Uuekly pope- 
interest in the LONDON and GLOBE FINANCE | lated Londen district; all houses ocoupied, all roads taken 
CORPORATION, Mareh, 1008, over.—-Moesses, Sconnus & Lake, 23, Bucklersbury, B.C. 


\' ADAME AUBERT’S GOVERNESS and frSREHOLD GROUND-RENTS, £182 per 

SCHOOL AGENCY (Established 188), 199, | annum, secured on 18 howses; grownd-ronts, £F 20s. 
Regent-street, W. Resident, Daily, and Visiung Gover. | to 8 secured by £72 to £84 rack-rents, ome collection ; 
nesses, Lady Professors and Teachors, Repetitrices, | price 28g years’ purchase; returns £3 1s, Gl, per cont, ; 
Chaperons, Companions, Lady Housekeepers (English and | situation N, London, — Messrs Soomma & Laws, BA 
Foreign) introduced for British Isles and Abroad ; Schools Bucoklersbury, B.C, 


and Educational Homes recommended, ‘ } 
‘SSEX STREET, STRAND, — Whole 
1? PARENTS and GUARDIANS, —A | E House, containing 15 rooms, suitable for peblishing 
Solicitor, practising in a rising town on the South | offices or prof poses, TY be Let om Lease, or the 
Coast, has a Vacancy for an Artiched Clerk; moderate | Head Lease would be Soh. — Apply, Weareeran. & Grimes, 
premium,-—Addross, Lax, ‘ Solicitors’ Journal’ Office, ot, | 22, Chancery 




















Chancery-lane, W.C, | 
THO = SOLICITORS and Others.—Bauilder 
OARD-RESIDENCKE, — Superior; excol- | IL Requires Two-third Morgage on good Shop Property 
Fa leat onicine 5 Chose to "bus and tation hame com- — yeas creates, 3. wa. Palace wher com 
‘orte; termes £2 Is,—DPaorainrates, 8, Westbourn », | pleted; can PArAntee Fearantee erty, Wrve 
Ilyde Park, W, , eet nS Ow wer, 11, Gloucestermuad, SW) 
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Haart, Gitsert Coisurn, Teddington, Auctioneer Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Aug 1 Ord Sept 9 

Heaptam, Atrrep, Whitby, — Grocer 
Tees 'Pet March 13 Ord Mar 

Hovpex, Epwix, Bolton, aber » Bolton Pet March 14 
Ord March 14 

Hot saem, Erxest Bevrette, Teddington, 

i ton, Surrey Pet Aug 25 Ord Sept 8 

Joxes, Witttam Georcr, Birmingham, Hatter Birming- 

ham Pet March 14 Ord March 1¢ 

Joyser, Davip, Watford, Herts, Coal Merchant St Albans 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Kettrie, Geoncz Vatentixe, Cromer Norwich Pet Feb 
8 March 13 


Stockton on 


Bootmaker 


Kyicut, Aurrep, Leicester, Cabinet Maker Leicester Pet 
March 12 Ord March 12 


Lacumay, M, Palace ct High Court Pet Sept 15 Ord 
March 11 


Lee, Ricnarp Barker, Laisterdyke, Bradford, Fish Sales- 
man Bradford Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Le+se. Erxest Jonx, Wrockwardine Wood, Salop, Builder 
Madeley Pet March 9 Ord March 12 

Lewis, ANNIE, Birmingham, Jeweller Birmingham Pet 
Sept 24 Ord Oct 31 

McPartuts, Micnare., Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet March 

March 

Mertz, Arcuisatp Coneap, Newport, Mon, Commercial 
Traveller Newport,Mon Pet March13 Ord March 13 

Mirna, Gronce Brooxs, Thornley, Durham, Innkeeper 
Durham Pet March 12 Ord March 12 


Mostey, Wiriiam George, Bangor, Bottling Stores 
Bangor Pet March 13 Ord March 13 
Mustox, Mary Awx, Boston, Lines, General Dealer 


Boston Pet March 13 Ori March 13 

Oxmay, Estuer, Cross Keys, Draper, Newport, Mon Pet 
March 13 Ord March 14 

Paiturs, Ropert Epwanrv, Cardiff, Painter Cardiff Pet 
March 11 Ord March 11 

Porriestoyg, Canaries Epwarp, Tottenham, Schoolmaster 
Edmonton Pet March9 Ord March tl 

Ricuarps, Joseen, Stapleford, Notts, Grocer’s Manager 
Derby Pet Feb 20 Ord March 10 

—— Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet Nov 19 Ord 

17 


Scnack-Sommer, Apatsert Juciivs Fritz, Manchester, 
Merchant hester Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Scott, Cnartzs, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Suagpz, Jons Kimue, Kingston upon Hull, Hairdresser 
Kingston upon Hull Pet March 12 Ord March .* 

Stosopixsxy, Jacos Leos, High st, Whitechapel High 
Court Pet Jan19 Ord March 11 

Switn, Cuzistoruer, Gorton, nr Manchester, Professional 
Masician Manchester Pet March 12 Ord March 1” 

—, Joux, a. Saety Promoter High Court 

‘et Jan3 Ord Marc 

Staspipce, Jous ioe Bradford, Fishmonger Bradford 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Sreserscs, Hexer Heeserr, a. Painter Gt 
Yarmouth Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

Sreawsos, Viscest, Craven st, Strand, Gentleman High 
Court Pet Feb3 Ord March 13 

Scttos, Patsenas Tuomas, Barrow on Soar, ete, 
‘einer Leicester Pet March 13 Ord March 

Terry, Percy, Hackney High Court Pet Feb 9 Ord 

March 13 


Auszet Wiitram, Raglan. Mon, Farm Bailiff 

lord =Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Tuomas, Wiittam, Coventry, Woollen Draper 
Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

WiLkissos, AsTHOSY AwNsTaeUTHER, 
i Pet Jan 26 Ord March 1 

Witxrssos, Lioxe., Birmingham, China Dealer Birming- 
ham Feb 2% Ord March 13 

Amendei notice <ubstituted for that published in the 
Londo Gazette of Jan 11, 1901: 

Warrs, Josrra, Hanwell, Builder Wandeworth 

9,1901 Ord Sept 28 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 6: 
Burr, Feepeem«x Cuazces, Cardiff, Confectioner 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 71 


Amendei notice substituted for that p: re in 
the London Gazette for Feb 2 : 
Crsexe, Hexeret Eowaev, Southsea, + 
mouth Pet Febié Ord Feb 16 


Amended notice subetitutei for that Te in the 
London Gazette of March 1 
Lusty, Groxor Heser, Mountain Ash, ‘Glam, 
Mountain Ash Pet March9 Ord March 9 


Tuomas, 
Heref 
Coventry 


etiatiam, Suffolk 


Pet Jan 
Cardiff 


Ports- 











Painter 
| 








BAYLIS 


JONES, 
AND 
BAYLISS 
LIMITED, 
J Manufacturer: ~~ 


q 


IRON 
AND WIRE 


7 FENCING, 



































nt ce 
5 ROUND-BAR Sa. 
SELF-ADJUSTING 
Complete List Free. 


Por-act KINCS OF HURDLES. FENcin 


VICTORIA WORKS, 


LOoNwoDN 





RAILING. 


Dares. & 


WOLVERHAMPTON. 


OFFICES AND SHOW-ROOMS—139 & bal, CANNON STREET, E.C, 























TREE- 
GUARDS, &c. 











LIMITED. 


PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


JARTRIDGE’COOPER "ALLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 





SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 


LONDON MADE, BEST QUALITY. 


From 6/6 each. | 


‘lustrated Cutehaane free on application. 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


pERRY PEN S | 
“GLID EAWAY” 











Par.uiamEnTaRy Bitits, Minutes or Evipencz, Booxs or 
Rererence, STATEMENTS OF CLarm, Answers, &o., &0, 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


And 


NEWSPAPERS, 
all General and Commercial 


Every description of Printing 


Work. 


| Printers of THE SOIL-OITORS JOURNAL 


and WEEKLY REPORTED, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE LONDUN BC. 





OH 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


[CKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 


application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 





N 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 
in connection with trains and "buses from all parts). 
Well lighted, well heated, and well ventilated. 
REALISTIC TABLEAU representing 


The MARTYRDOM of ST. THOMAS a BECKET, 


Afternoon Teas. 


Admission, 1s. 
M/ 


Now on View, in Hall of Tableaux. 
The World's Celebrities, 
New Restaurant. Popular Prices. 
Open 9 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
Children under 12, 6d. Extra Rooms, 64. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
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CO ROBAT | eVALUAT 


BS ——s_ 





are respectfully 
mond our Firm 
requiring Valuat 


jens. 


The Members of the LEGAL Pci 
requested . 


te kindly Reoom- 
fe Executors and sathore 









1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 


ESTABLISHED 


LONDON, W. 


1772. 





March 
— 


LAW 


Capi 
Debe 
REVERS 
Pro, 


—_—_—_ 


FIDELIT 
Bon 

I 

HEAD 01 
——— 
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Suital 
THE 
Mort: 


LEG 


wa 


Beererzerrr 





